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ABSTRACT

EXAMINING SELF-EFFICACY AS A MEDIATOR ON THE RELATION
BETWEEN BULLYING ROLE BEHAVIORS AND ACADEMIC
SUCCESS IN EARLY ADOLESCENCE

Christina Piccirillo, Ph.D.
Department of Psychology
Northern Illinois University, 2016
Michelle K. Demaray, Director

The purpose of this project was to explore the mediating effects of social and academic
self-efficacy on the relations between bullying role behaviors and academic achievement.
Research has primarily focused on the bully and the victim in bullying situations, which neglects
to examine the experiences of those who witness or are involved in the aggressive act, including
assisting bullies, defending victims, and ignoring others. As a result, research has overlooked
how other bullying roles relate to academic performance. However, research has explored how
various bullying role behaviors relate to self-efficacy. Additionally, self-efficacy has been
associated with academic performance, such as GPA. The purpose of the current study was to
add to the existing bullying role behavior literature by investigating the relations among bully
participant role behaviors, self-efficacy beliefs, and GPA. This project investigated the
mediational effect of social and academic self-efficacy on the relation between bullying role
behaviors and GPA. The mediation models were evaluated separately by gender to differentiate
this effect in males and females. In other words, does social and academic self-efficacy explain
the association between bully participant role behaviors and GPA in males and females? Data
were collected on 7th-grade students (N= 348). In general, most models exploring the association

between bullying role behaviors and GPA through social and academic self-efficacy had
consistent results in the male and female samples; however, there were some significant results
that were supported in females only (victimization experience). When exploring the mediation
models, individuals who engaged in bullying, assisting, outsider behaviors or experience
victimization had negative associations with social self-efficacy and academic self-efficacy;
there were no significant positive associations between defending behavior and self-efficacy.
Across all models, social and academic self-efficacy were significantly and positively associated.
Additionally, all or most of the models found significant positive associations between academic
self-efficacy and GPA and significant and negative associations between social self-efficacy and
GPA. The results of the mediational model varied for each bullying role behavior to suggest that
an individual’s behavior when bullying occurs influences their self-perceptions and GPA
differentially.
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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION

Overview

Early conceptualizations of bullying recognized bullying situations to be a group
phenomenon (Olweus, 1993). Despite bullying conceptualized as a group process, the literature
on bullying behavior has largely focused on the experiences of individuals classified as the bully
and victim (e.g., Pellegrini & Long, 2002). This research often does not explore bystander
behaviors, which can overlook how bullying behavior impacts the larger peer network.
Additionally, neglecting to examine other bullying role behaviors, such as the defender of the
victim, assistant to the bully, and outsider, fails to explore an important group of youth that can
perpetuate or stop bullying from occurring (Cowie, 2014).
In general, there are variations in how studies represent the prevalence rate and stability
of each bullying role behavior. Overall, the most salient and empirically supported factor that
influences prevalence rate is developmental age. In particular, the transition to middle school
represents important developmental and environmental change where the rates of bullying
behavior, victimization experience, defending behavior, and ignoring behaviors are altered
(Espelage, Bosworth, & Simons, 2001; Olweus, 1991; Salmivalli, Lappalainen, & Lagerspetz,
1998; Trach, Hymel, Waterhouse, & Neale, 2010). Additionally, there is some evidence that
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gender may influence the prevalence of bullying role behaviors (Pellegrini, & Long, 2002;
Salmivalli et al., 1998; Trach et al., 2010).
With the growing encouragement to explore the relation between academics and
behavior, researchers have explored how bullying behavior may be associated with academic
achievement. A significant amount of research has explored the relation between victimization
experience and academic achievement. A meta-analysis by Nakamoto and Schwartz (2010)
investigated this association and explored various methodological factors that impact the size of
the effect. Overall, victimization experience is negatively related to academic success for both
males and females, including other academic behavior such as school avoidance (Kochenderfer
& Ladd, 1996) and attendance (Juvonen, Nishina, & Graham, 2000). Some research has explored
how bullying behavior is associated with lower academic achievement and more negatively
perceived school climate (Nansel et al., 2001). Longitudinal (Ma, Phelps, Lerner, & Lerner,
2009) and cross-sectional data (Glew, Fan, Katon, Rivara, & Kernic, 2005) supported that
bullying behavior is associated with lower academic competence. Unfortunately, there are no
known published studies that evaluated the relation among bystander behaviors and academic
achievement.
An important concept associated with academic achievement is self-efficacy. Selfefficacy is an individual’s perception of his or her own abilities in a given domain or task
(Bandura, 1986). Self-efficacy is developed for a wide array of domains (e.g., academic, social,
or emotional regulation) or specific tasks (e.g., math, science, or language arts) as well as more
global self-efficacy beliefs (Bong & Skaalvik, 2003; Britner & Pajares, 2006). Self-efficacy is
related to other self-perception concepts such as self-esteem and self-concept. While these
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concepts are distinct, shared characteristics in self-perceptions can be used to develop hypotheses
(Lent, Brown, & Gore, 1997).
The expectancy-value theory of motivation can help explain how self-efficacy beliefs
influence success. According to this theory, an individual’s choice, persistence, and performance
on tasks can be explained by how well one thinks one will do and the extent to which one values
the task. This model suggests that an individual’s self-efficacy, or perception on how one will do
on a task, can help to predict success.
The expectancy-value theory has been used to explain the relation between academic
self-efficacy and academic success (e.g., Wigfield & Eccles, 2000). Some studies have explored
ways in which other domains of self-efficacy are associated with academic success, with some
support for an indirect relationship between social self-efficacy and academic achievement
(Bandura, Barbaranelli, Capara, & Pastorelli, 1996). There are some factors that may influence
the association between self-efficacy and academic success, such as age and measurement of
academic indices (Multon, Brown, & Lent, 1991).
Furthermore, self-efficacy has been associated with various bullying role behaviors.
Bullying behavior has been negatively correlated with overall self-efficacy (Kokkinos & Kipritsi,
2012); however, this association may vary for different domains of self-efficacy (Andreou &
Metallidou, 2004; Marsh, Parada, Yeung, & Healey, 2001; Salmivalli, 1998). Individuals who
experience victimization tend to have an overall negative view of themselves, showing a
negative correlation with self-concept (Marsh et al., 2001), self-esteem (Fredstrom, Adams, &
Gilman, 2011), and negative self-efficacy (Salmivalli, 1998).

4
There are some studies that have evaluated bystander role behaviors and self-efficacy.
Overall, the likelihood to engage in defending behavior has been supported by how efficacious
individuals feel with defending the victim (Gini, Albiero, Benelli, & Altoe, 2008). Individuals
who engage in behaviors that reinforce the bully are negatively associated with defending
behaviors and viewed defending behavior to negatively impact their social status (Poyhonen,
Juvonen, & Salmivalli, 2012). Overall, individuals classified as defenders have a high efficacy
for defending others using an array of approaches, have the expectation that interference will
reduce bullying, and value defending others (Poyhonen et al., 2012). There are some distinctions
between defending behaviors and outsider behaviors. While both youth who defend victims and
ignore bullying have high empathy (Gini et al., 2008) and perceive high efficacy for indirect
defending behaviors (Pronk, Goossens, Olthof, De Mey, & Willemen, 2013), classified outsiders
do not have an overall high efficacy to defend and do not believe that interfering can reduce
bullying (Poyhonen et al., 2012).
The current study examined the constructs of bullying role behaviors, social self-efficacy,
academic self-efficacy, and academic success in one model by understanding how self-efficacy
mediates the association between bullying role behaviors and academic success. The current
published literature has only examined these factors for individuals who experience
victimization. These studies have generally found that victimization experience leads to negative
self-perceptions, which in turn has a negative impact on measures of academic success (e.g.,
Thijs & Verkuyten, 2008). The negative association between victimization experience and
academic success through more negative self-perceptions has been found for multiple
conceptualizations of victimization experience including harassment (Juvonen et al., 2000) and
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peer rejection (Flook et al., 2005) as well as multiple aspects of self-perceptions including selfefficacy (Flook et al., 2005), self-concept (Jenkins & Demaray, 2015), and self-esteem (Lopez &
DuBois, 2005). Each of these studies found that experiencing victimization, or other related
experience, was negatively related to academic achievement through negative self-perceptions.
These studies also highlight how it is important to explore how gender may impact the mediated
model, with some studies showing gender differences (Rueger & Jenkins, 2014) and others
showing no significant gender differences (Jenkins & Demaray, 2015). Only one known study
has explored social self-efficacy as a mediator and moderator (Raskaukas, Rubiano, Offen, &
Wayland, 2015). They found that social self-efficacy and self-esteem partially mediated the
relation between victimization and academic performance; however, a moderation model was
also supported to suggest the need to further examine how social self-efficacy relates to the
association between victimization and academic performance.
The current study adds to the existing literature by further examining the mediated effect
of social and academic self-efficacy on the relation between bullying roles and academic success.
This study expands the current literature by evaluating all bullying role behavior, including
bystander behaviors as well as the bully behaviors and victim experiences. The present study is
one of the first to examine the mediational roles of both social self-efficacy and academic selfefficacy as sequential mediators between multiple bullying role behaviors and GPA. The next
chapter offers a brief overview of bullying role behaviors, self-efficacy, and academic success.

CHAPTER 2
LITERATURE REVIEW

Bullying Roles

Bullying behavior has been found in human culture for hundreds of years, although it has
not received empirical attention until the earliest studies emerged in the 1970s (Hymel &
Swearer, 2015; Olweus, 1978). The definition of bullying may vary slightly across studies but it
is consistently viewed as a type of aggressive act. Bullying behavior differs from other types of
Furthermore, bullying is not a single instance of accidental aggression; rather, bullying behavior
involves repeated aggressive acts and is viewed as intentional (Hymel & Swearer, 2015).
Most research on bullying behavior focuses on the “protagonists,” both the perpetrators
and the targets of bullying, with extensive analysis on the role and impact of bullying behavior
on individuals classified as bullies and victims. However, the pioneering studies on bullying
behavior viewed the occurrence of bullying as a “circle of bullying” (Olweus, 1993). This early
conceptualization recognized that there were not only individuals classified as bullies and
victims involved and impacted by these bullying events but also followers of the bully,
supporters of the bully, disengaged onlookers, possible defenders, and defenders of the target
(Olweus, 1993). The “circle of bullying” approach recognized that the experience of bullying
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occurs within a group environment where peers adopt various roles. Researchers argue that there
are individuals who witness bullying episodes and that their behavior in these situations reflects
their position towards bullying: either supporting or rejecting it (Salmivalli, 1999). Interventions
internationally have focused on addressing the peer support systems in schools and these
interventions have shown promising approaches to decrease bullying (Cowie, 2014). It is
important to examine the distinct experiences and behaviors of group members in bullying
scenarios because the success of school-wide interventions may depend on it (Cowie, 2014;
Sutton & Smith, 1999).
There have been several different definitions of the various bullying roles. First, studies
explore the concept of the bully and the victim along with a third classification of individuals
who are both an aggressor and victim of bullying, known as the bully/victim (e.g., Veenstra et
al., 2005). However, this approach ignores other members in the group process. Twemlow,
Fonagy, and Sacco (2004) defined seven types of bullying role behaviors from a psychodynamic
perspective, but this research is not as widely cited as Salmivalli and colleagues (1996).
Salmivalli, Lagerspetz, Bjorkqvist, Osterman, and Kaukiainen’s (1996) research in Finland
defined bullying behavior across six different roles: bullies, victims, assistants, reinforcers of
bullies, defenders of victims, and outsiders. Due to the similarities of the role behaviors,
assistants and reinforcers of bullies are often classified as one role in research (Goossens, Olthof,
& Dekker, 2006).
The current study evaluated bullying roles in terms of the frequency of various behaviors
they engage in. While some studies provide classifications of bullying behaviors (e.g., Salmivalli
et al., 1996), they do not provide a comprehensive evaluation of their behaviors across situations
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and environments. Additionally, some individuals engage in various behaviors, such as being
both a bully and a victim (e.g., Veenstra et al., 2005). As a result, the current study evaluated the
various role behaviors individuals engage in, rather than classification of these behaviors into a
specific bullying role.
Victims are the subject of systematic and repeated aggressive acts over time (Salmivalli,
1999). Victimization experiences are often associated with a plethora of negative outcomes such
as poor self-esteem, poor problem-solving skills, and poor academic achievement (Padgett &
Notar, 2013). Prevalence rates of victimization experiences can vary greatly. Hymel and Swearer
(2015) state that rates of victimization experiences occur in 10-33% of the population. A study
by Salmivalli et al. (1996) classified 11.7% of a 6th-grade Finnish sample as victims. Within this
sample, 30% of individuals were classified as victims by their classmates’ responses, but only
25% of those classified as victims self-identified as a victim. This finding implies that
adolescents are not always forthcoming about the victimization they experience. The desire to
not disclose victimization experiences may account for some of the variation in prevalence rates
among classified victims.
To understand peer victimization experiences in adolescence, the current study at times
used literature on peer rejection to inform hypotheses. Although these concepts are related, peer
victimization experiences and peer rejection experiences have some differences. Peer
victimization experiences focus on exposure to negative behaviors for one or a small number of
peers, whereas peer rejection experiences focus on collective views and attitudes rather than
specific behaviors. Despite these differences, peer victimization experiences and peer rejection
experiences have moderately strong associations (Bukowski & Sippola, 2001) and both have
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been linked to adjustment difficulties (e.g., Hawker & Boulton, 2000). While the current
literature review will discuss victimization experiences and peer rejection experiences relating to
similar concepts of negative peer relations, there may be some distinctions in how both
constructs relate to self-efficacy and academic success.
Bullies are the primary aggressors in bullying scenarios. They directly act and take
initiative in aggressive actions towards other individuals with a lower power status. Individuals
who engage in bullying behaviors are believed to engage in these aggressive acts in order to
increase their social status and to establish dominance (Salmivalli, 2010). Aggressive behavior is
often viewed as an innate characteristic (Olweus, 1991); however, adolescents who associated
with friends who have conduct problems were also more likely to have higher levels of bullying
behavior, implying that bullying behavior may also be influenced by context and peer group
(Espelage, Bosworth, & Simon, 2001). Individuals who engage in aggressive behaviors have
higher rates of maladaptive social-emotional behaviors and lower levels of adaptive skills
(Demaray, Summers, Jenkins, & Becker, 2014).
Similar to the frequency of victims, prevalence rates of bullying behavior vary greatly. A
review of the literature by Hymel and Swearer (2015) found that rates of bullying behavior can
vary from 5-13% of the population. Some studies have shown higher rates of bullying behavior.
For example, Seals and Young (2003) found that 24% of a sample of 7th- and 8th-grade students
engaged in some form of bullying. In this study, individuals were identified as bullies if they
reported engaging in one or more individual or group bullying behavior within one week. As a
result, it is important to clearly identify how studies define bullying behavior (e.g., the intensity
and frequency).
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Bystanders have been shown to witness upwards of 85% of bullying scenarios, although
bystanders take on a variety of roles in these situations (Salmivalli et al., 1996). While most
children state that they dislike and view bullying behavior as immoral, typically only a minority
of bystanders will intervene to help the target of the aggressive behavior. These individuals are
“trapped in a social dilemma,” where they understand that bullying behavior is wrong but are
aware of their own needs for peer acceptance and security (Salmivalli, 2010, p.117). As a result,
bystander response is impacted by group norms, the number of witnesses (e.g., group effect), and
the fear of being targeted (Salmivalli, 2010).
One type of bystander role is the assistant, or the reinforcer, of the bully. Individuals who
engage in assisting behavior “eagerly join in the bullying” when someone else started it
(Salmivalli, 1999, p. 453). Assisting behavior does not mean the individual actively attacks the
target, but she or he can provide positive feedback and reinforce the bully’s behavior. Assisting
behaviors can include laughing at the bully’s behavior or making encouraging statements or
gestures. Assisting behavior may not necessarily cheer on the bully, but they can act as an
audience and they may seek out opportunities to witness bullying. These individuals often have
negative maladaptive social-emotional behaviors similar to that of bullies (Demaray et al., 2014).
There is very little research on the prevalence rates of assisting behavior; however, in a study of
6th-graders, 6.8% of the sample was classified as an assistant to the bully through peer
nominations (Salmivalli et al., 1996).
Rather than supporting the bully, individuals classified as defenders provide assistance to
the victim. Individuals who engage in defending behaviors have clear anti-bullying actions that
include comforting victims and actively trying to stop bullying (Salmivalli, 1999). Individuals
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who provide emotional support or protection for victims often have the highest social status in
their peer group. These individuals may support victims because they are appreciated by peers
and they do not need to be afraid of being victimized themselves (Goossens et al., 2006;
Salmivalli et al., 1996). Salmivalli et al. (1996) found that a sample of 6th-grade students
classified as defenders, through peer nomination, consisted of 17.3% of the school population.
The least researched bystander role is the outsider. Individuals who are classified as
outsiders are more neutral in a bullying situation; they tend to avoid bullying situations and try
not to take sides with either the bully or the victim. Outsider behaviors can include silently
allowing the bullying to go on, which may inadvertently display approval for bullying behaviors.
Bullying can escalate as a result of outsiders’ presence because they may act with indifference to
the victim and implicitly condone the behavior of the bully (Salmivalli et al., 1996).
Prevalence Rates of Bullying Role Behaviors

There are factors which can explain some of these differences in prevalence rates of
bullying roles. First, bullying rates and behaviors are not uniform across cultures. A study by the
World Health Organization (WHO; Curie et al., 2012) found significant variations when
examining bullying behavior prevalence rates across 43 countries among 10-, 13-, and 15-yearolds. Rates of victimization experience varied from 2% to 32% and rates of bullying behaviors
varied from 1% to 36%. Additionally, some studies have shown that rates of bullying behavior
within the United States are higher than in other countries (Duncan, 1999; Hazler, Hoover, &
Oliver, 1992). As a result, it is important to recognize that the prevalence rates of bullying role
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behaviors in studies from other cultures may not necessarily be congruent with the prevalence
rates within the United States.
Furthermore, differences in prevalence rates may be tied to assessment approaches.
Individuals may be less likely to self-disclose bullying behavior to appear more favorable to the
school or to researchers, a phenomenon known as the social-desirability effect. Multiple agents
(e.g., peer nominations) or multiple methods (e.g., observations) are often used to find more
accurate results, but this can add variation. For example, other raters, such as parents or teachers,
may not have a complete understanding of the behaviors that occur when an adult is present.
Similarly, observations of student behavior may be skewed as children may act less aggressively
when an adult is present. One approach may not necessarily be “right” or “wrong”; rather, these
sources provide complementary information that can contribute to understanding (e.g., Juvonen,
Nishina, & Graham, 2000). As a result, it is ideal to provide a combination of assessment
practices and methods; however, this may not necessarily be feasible in many situations.
Stability of Bullying Role Behaviors

The most salient and empirically supported factor that can influence differences in the
prevalence rates of the various bullying role behaviors is developmental age. Bullying behavior
has been evident as early as preschool and lasts into adulthood (Hymel & Swearer, 2015).
Bullying behavior is viewed as a fairly stable construct across development. Early researchers
viewed bullying behavior as related to internal attributes of the self (Olweus, 1991). Olweus
perceived that individuals who engage in bullying behavior have personality attributes that are
more generally aggressive, antisocial, and involve a general rule-breaking behavior. Therefore,
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bullying behavior was believed to be stable and evident in early development which could
predict later adjustment problems. However, these early studies were limited in that they only
evaluated bullying behavior rather than other participant role behaviors and examined these traits
primarily on males without exploring the stability of social behaviors of females.
There is some evidence that bullying role behaviors are stable across development.
Salmivalli (1999) argued that when no systematic intervention is conducted and there are no
changes in the environments, classified participant roles will prevail. Salmivalli postulates that
an individuals social behavior is impacted by self-concept, such that if individuals define
themselves as a bully or a victim they believe they are incapable of other types of behavior. For
example, individuals who experience victimization can show difficulty changing their
experiences even when they change to classroom settings with no former classmates. Salmivalli
argues that fear of past experiences and expectations of being bullied can lead to more stability
of role classification for victims.
Salmivalli, Lappalainen and Lagerspetz (1998) examined multiple participant role
behaviors from 6th-grade to 8th-grade in a Finnish sample to empirically explore the consistency
of bullying roles across development. Embedded within this sample was a subsample of
individuals who had significant changes in their social environment at school; this subsample
was used to explore whether environmental changes can influence these roles. Comparisons of
self-reported and peer-nominated behaviors showed moderate stability across classified
participant roles; however, there were some changes in bullying roles over time. There was a
general decline in individuals classified as victims; fewer students were classified as victims in
8th-grade (4.7%) than in 6th-grade (10.5%). Conversely there was a slight increase in the percent
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of the sample that was classified as a bullies. The frequency of classified outsiders and defenders
increased with age, with females showing more consistency in these roles over time. Children
showed more stability in their bullying roles when the social environment remained constant;
however, the study had a small sample size, so the results should be interpreted with caution.
Salmivalli and colleagues’ (1998) study helped provide evidence that bullying role
behaviors may change based on social context. The transition from elementary to middle school
is a natural environmental change that all individuals experience. As a result, this transition has
been a focus of research. Overall, social behavior, particularly aggression, has been viewed as
fairly stable in elementary school (Boulton & Smith, 1994; Pulkkinen & Pitkänen, 1993);
however, bullying rates increase during the transition to middle school and then decline and
stabilize over time according to data collected using a variety of methods and perspectives
(Pellegrini & Long, 2002). For example, Espelage, Bosworth, and Simon (2001) examined rates
of physical and relational aggression longitudinally. They found more bullying behavior in 6thgrade than in 7th- and 8th-grades. There was a general increase in bullying behavior rates across a
four-month interval for 6th-grade students, whereas no significant change was found across these
intervals for 7th- or 8th-grade students. Espelage and colleagues’ (2001) results support the
conceptualization that bullying behavior is a fairly stable social behavior but that it may be
exacerbated during times of social change.
Studies that have showed stability in aggressive behavior have found different results for
victimization experience. Olweus (1991) found very stable attributes of aggression in classified
bullies but not in victims. Results indicated that the percentage of children classified as victims
in junior high (5.4%) was approximately half the percentage classified in primary school grades

15
(11.6%) in a male and female population. This is consistent with other studies (e.g., Pellegrini &
Long, 2002; Salmivalli et al., 1998).
There are also changes in bystander behaviors. Trach, Hymel, Waterhouse, and Neale
(2010) examined the changes in bystander role behaviors for individuals from 4th to 11th-grade
using a cross-sectional approach. Of the 68% of children who indicated that they had witnessed
bullying, there were significant differences across sex and grade level. Younger children and
females were more likely to report engaging in active defending behavior than older students and
boys, contradicting the findings from Salmivalli et al. (1998). The type of defending intervention
also shifted with age from more direct forms (e.g., telling the bully to stop, helping the victim,
talking to an adult) to more indirect strategies (e.g., distracting the bully, talking to a friend).
Additionally, the tendency to “do nothing” increased with grade level. These more indirect or
passive strategies may indicate that individuals are less likely to perceive that their intervention
will be successful and have less personal responsibility for intervention.
Taken together, these studies indicate that some bullying role behaviors can fluctuate
with development. Multiple studies show that the number of students identified as victims
generally decreases from elementary to secondary school, with some studies indicating that this
percentage drops by half (Salmivalli et al., 1998). Less consistent results are found for
bystanders, with some studies showing increases in defending behaviors (Salmivalli et al., 1998)
and others showing declines (Trach et al., 2010). These behaviors may also change from direct
forms of defending to more indirect defending behaviors (Trach et al., 2010). Several studies
indicate that bullying behavior can be fairly stable over time; however, bullying behavior may
show a slight increase temporarily during the transition to middle school (Espelage et al., 2001).
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Bullying Role Behaviors and Gender

Gender can also influence bullying roles. Most research has only examined gender
differences in the two major roles: bullies and victims. Some studies have not found any
significant gender differences among the participant role behaviors (e.g., Demaray et al., 2014);
however, other studies have indicated gender differences in classified participant roles (e.g.,
Salmivalli et al., 1998).
When examining gender differences in bully participant role behaviors, it is important to
understand how bullying is classified and defined. A plethora of studies have indicated that
males often are more physically aggressive than females (e.g., Wang, Chen, Xiao, Ma, & Zhang,
2012); however, females have traditionally been viewed as having more relational aggressive
behaviors (Crick & Grotpeter, 1995). Even when defining bullying behavior to include both
physical and relational aggression, Seals and Young (2003) found that bullying behavior was
more prevalent among males. As a result, it is critical to examine how these studies define
bullying behaviors by including both physical and relational forms of bullying.
Gender differences in bullying behavior have been found across development. Males
have been found to be more likely to be involved in bullying behavior during elementary school
(Veenstra et al., 2005). To examine gender differences in adolescence, Pellegrini and Long
(2002) used longitudinal, multi-agent, and multi-method informants to examine bullying
behavior and victimization experiences. Boys, more than girls, increased their use of aggression
throughout middle school. Additionally, boys viewed aggression and bullying behaviors more
positively than females. This study also found that boys often targeted other boys and did not
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target girls, suggesting that individuals who engaged in bullying behavior or experienced
victimization were often of the same gender.
There have been fewer studies examining gender differences across all participant role
behaviors. Salmivalli and colleagues’ (1996) longitudinal study explored gender differences
across self- and peer-nominated behaviors. Similar to previous research, boys were more likely
to be classified as bullies. In addition, males were more likely to be identified as reinforcers and
assistants to bullies, aligning with Pellegrini and Long’s (2002) findings that males view
aggression and bullying behavior as more favorable social interactions. Females were more
likely to be classified as defenders and outsiders, aligning with Trach and colleagues’ (2010)
findings that younger students and females were more likely to actively defend victims. There
were no gender differences across victim classification in Salmivalli et al. (1996).
In sum, bullying is a group phenomenon that includes several behaviors beyond the bully
and the victim that can promote or discourage bullying. Prevalence rates of bullying role
behaviors tend to vary significantly; one factor that can affect prevalence is developmental age.
While bullying behavior is viewed as a fairly stable construct (Salmivalli, 1999), bullying
behavior temporarily increases during the transition to secondary school (Espelage et al., 2001).
Some role classifications, such as victim, tend to decline over time (e.g., Salmivalli et al., 1998).
There are less consistent results in the literature for bystander role behaviors across development;
some studies show declines in defending behaviors in adolescence (e.g., Trach et al., 2010) and
others reflect increases (e.g., Salmivalli et al., 1998). Gender is also an influential factor in group
bullying behavior; males tend to be identified as bullies (Wang et al., 2012) and females may
engage in more defending behaviors (Salmivalli et al., 1996). These studies highlight the need to
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explore multiple bullying participant role behaviors and include analyses of other influences,
such as age and gender, when exploring the behaviors individuals adopt in bullying scenarios.

Bullying Roles and Academic Outcomes

In today’s school settings, it is becoming common practice to examine both social and
academic experiences as interrelated constructs. A growing literature has supported that the
quality of peer relations is associated with school performance (e.g., Wentzel & Watkins, 2002),
with problematic peer relationships, such as bullying behavior, being consistently associated
with poor academic outcomes (e.g., DeRosier, Kupersmidt, & Patterson, 1994).
Before examining specific types of bullying role behaviors, it is important to
acknowledge how more general types of negative peer experiences, such as social exclusion,
impact academic outcomes. Using experimental techniques to isolate the effects of social
exclusion, Baumeister, Twenge, and Nuss (2002) found that social exclusion had a negative
impact on test performance. In a series of three studies, there were significant and large declines
in intellectual thoughts, measured by IQ and GRE performance, found among individuals given a
social exclusion manipulation (i.e., told they would likely end up alone in life). These results
were specific to social exclusion; other non-social misfortunes (e.g., suffer frequent accidents)
did not have this negative impact. These effects occurred for more complex cognitive tasks, like
logic and reasoning, than for simple information processing questions. Negative peer experiences
can impede an individual’s ability to concentrate on complex questions that require more
cognitive resources and may translate to lower academic performance and grades.
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Additional research has explored potential mediators for the association between peer
rejection and academic outcomes. In a longitudinal study from kindergarten to 5th-grade,
experiencing peer exclusion and abuse predicted decreased levels of academic engagement with
the association between experiencing peer group rejection in kindergarten and children’s
achievement in 5th-grade mediated by chronic peer exclusion and decreased classroom
participation (Buhs, Ladd, & Herald, 2006). A three-year longitudinal study between 4th- and 6thgrade using multiple informants (self and teacher reports) replicated the result that lack of peer
acceptance predicted declines in academic performance, but it found other mediating factors:
academic self-concept and internalizing symptoms (Flook, Repetti, & Ullman, 2005). It is
important to recognize that there were some classroom effects found when clustering the data,
acknowledging that classroom assignments can impact social experiences and academic
performance. These two longitudinal studies support that peer rejection can have a lasting
academic impact on children through various mediating factors.
Academic Outcomes for Students Experiencing Victimization

A majority of the published literature on bullying role behaviors and academic outcomes
have focused on victimization experiences. Nakamoto and Schwartz (2010) conducted a metaanalysis on 33 studies that examined the concurrent association between experiencing peer
victimization and academic achievement. This meta-analysis sought to provide clarity on this
association and why some studies showed small effect sizes (e.g., Buhs & Ladd, 2001), large
effect sizes (e.g., Schwartz, Chang, & Farver, 2001), and no effects (e.g., Woods & Wolke,
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2004). When the results were consolidated, there was a small but significant association between
victimization experiences and academic outcomes.
Nakamoto and Schwartz (2010) explored methodological variables to account for
differences in results. Four characteristics were coded to examine the impact of methodology on
the effect size: the informant for peer victimization experiences, the academic achievement
indicator, whether there was shared method variance, and the national setting of the study.
Additionally, gender differences were evaluated.
Data sources for peer victimization experiences and academic functioning can influence
results. Self-report measures had smaller effect sizes than studies utilizing peer reports or
multiple informant approaches. One reason that individuals classified as victims may underestimate victimization experiences is to appear more socially desirable and protect their selfesteem. The authors caution that effect sizes for informants may be affected by other factors,
such as the age, that may further confound results (Nakamoto & Schwartz, 2010).
Similarly, self-reports of academic grades had effect sizes that were smaller in
magnitude. When using school records, standardized test scores showed smaller effect sizes than
grades. The authors note that teachers may incorporate other behaviors into grades (e.g., effort
and participation) that may reflect engagement in the classroom setting, thus grades may evaluate
student behavior as well as performance on tests and assignments (Nakamoto & Schwartz,
2010).
Many studies that utilized self-reports of victimization experiences also included selfreports of academic achievement (e.g., Holt, Finkelhor, & Kantor, 2007). As a result, the effects
of shared method variance were examined as a potential moderating variable. Studies that used
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multiple methods to obtain information had larger effect sizes than studies with shared method
variance; for instance, studies using only self-reports of victimization experience and academic
achievement were less likely to indicate a significant negative association between the two
constructs (Nakamoto & Schwartz, 2010).
When investigating the setting of the studies, samples from Asia had effect sizes that
were larger than studies carried out in Europe. Studies on North American samples found smaller
effect sizes than those in Asia; however, this difference was not significant. Academic
functioning may be a more salient aspect of peer relations in Asian cultures. These results should
be evaluated with caution as they are based on only four studies using Asian samples.
The meta-analysis by Nakamoto and Schwartz (2010) had some limitations in exploring
differences in effect sizes on the relation between victimization experiences and academic
outcomes. Differences between males and females were not supported in the meta-analysis, as
most of the studies did not provide correlation results separately for males and females.
Additionally, analyses could not be considered for age, race/ethnicity, and type of peer
victimization (relational or physical). Finally, a reliance on only published studies may overlook
unpublished manuscripts that tend to have smaller effect sizes than published articles.
The findings from Nakamoto and Schwartz’s (2010) meta-analysis have been replicated
using a variety of unique approaches. For instance, Espinoza, Gonzales, and Fuligni (2013),
examined a sample of 428 9th- and 10th-grade Mexican American students assessed with a brief
checklist before bed for two weeks. Academic problems were evaluated on a single checklist
item to see if students did poorly on a test, quiz, or homework that day, so the results may not be
comprehensive. Reported chronic peer victimization experience was associated with heightened
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distress and academic problems. Daily victimization experience, after controlling for the mean
level of victimization, was associated with greater school adjustment problems.
The relation between victimization experiences and academics extends to other indices of
academic success such as engagement, absenteeism, and dropout rates. Kochenderfer and Ladd
(1996) examined the association between victimization experience and school liking/avoidance
and achievement in 5- to 6-year-olds over a one-year period. Even in younger students,
victimization experience was a precursor to loneliness and school avoidance. Similarly, Juvonen
et al. (2000) examined a model in which being exposed to peer harassment predicted
psychological adjustment (loneliness, depression, and self-worth) and school outcomes (GPA
and attendance). Their results supported that increases in experiencing victimization, decreases
in self-worth, and increases in loneliness across a one-year period from 6th- to 7th-grade was
negatively related to GPA, absenteeism, and teacher-rated social adjustment. Furthermore, these
results were also supported in a high school population; higher rates of teasing and bullying in
9th-grade were associated with higher school dropout rates (Cornell, Gregory, Huang, & Fan,
2013). An increase of one standard deviation in self-reported peer teasing and victimization
experience was associated with a 16.5% increase in dropout rates, even when controlling for
other school factors.
Other studies have viewed this association between academic engagement and
victimization experience with academic engagement acting as a mediator between victimization
experience and overall academic outcomes both concurrently and prospectively. Nakamoto and
Schwartz (2011) found that the relation between self-reports of peer victimization experience and
student GPA was mediated by school engagement concurrently in a sample of primarily Latino

23
3rd- to 5th-graders. Prospectively, Iyer, Kochenderfer, Ladd, Eisenberg, and Thompson (2010)
found that the relation between peer victimization experience and future academic achievement
(18 months later) was mediated by lower levels of school engagement. These studies suggest that
children who experience victimization may become less engaged in the classroom, which in turn
hinders their academic success.
Researchers have conceptualized victimization as both a predictor and an outcome of
poor academic achievement. Olweus (1978) conceptualized individuals with unusually high or
low academic performance to be a target for victimization. For instance, there is some support
that children with learning difficulties are at an increased risk for experiencing victimization
compared to typical-achieving peers (Luciano & Savage, 2007). Additionally, two studies in
Asian countries have found that poor academic performance may occur prior to victimization
experience (Schwartz et al., 2001; Schwartz, Farver, Chang, & Lee-Shin, 2002). Chinese and
Korean elementary school children who performed lower in math and language arts were more
likely to experience victimization by peers compared to their higher achieving counterparts. It is
important to recognize that these results occurred in Asian countries which hold a stronger value
on academic success compared to Western cultures. Eastern cultures perceive academic
achievement as an indicator of a competency in children. Additionally, in Eastern cultures,
individuals may experience victimization if they hinder classroom goals of academic
achievement (Nakamoto & Schwartz, 2010). As a result, these effects may not be as significant
in Western cultures.
Alternatively, victimization experience may predate poor performance in the classroom
(Juvonen et al., 2000; Schwartz, Gorman, Nakamoto, & Toblin, 2005). This view is aligned with
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the diathesis-stress model. According to the diathesis-stress model, the development of
internalizing and externalizing problems occurs through the interaction between several
vulnerabilities, including biological and cognitive factors and stressful life events. Bullying can
be defined as a source of stress in this model which can cause distress and impact many areas of
functioning. Studies have supported that victimization experience can lead to significant distress
in multiple domains (Hawker & Boulton, 2000) and can result in significant psychological
difficulties including internalizing problems (e.g., depression, loneliness, anxiety, low selfesteem) and externalizing problems (e.g., hyperactivity, impulsiveness, and aggression;
Nakamoto & Schwartz, 2010). In turn, this distress is believed to have a deleterious influence on
school performance.
Researchers have employed longitudinal research to examine if victimization experience
is a predictor for future academic performance, aligned with the diathesis-stress model. Schwartz
and colleagues’ (2005) short-term longitudinal study examined 3rd- and 4th-grade students
through peer nominations, teacher reports, and school records identified at the beginning and end
of the school year. Using structural equation modeling, academic functioning did not predict
changes in peer victimization; however, victimization experience directly predicted lower
standardized achievement scores and GPA. According to their model, high levels of depression
were found to partially account for the predictive relation between victimization experience and
lower achievement. These results also were replicated in a study examining the effect across two
years. Morales and Guerra (2006) found that the direct effects of victimization experience for
urban students in 1st- to 4th-grade predicted lower subject scores two years later in 3rd- to 6thgrade.
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Bullying Behavior and Academic Outcomes

While a majority of the research has explored the association with academic success for
individuals who experience victimization, there is some research on other bullying role
behaviors. More general measures of aggressive behaviors and academic outcomes can be used
to infer relations between aggressive bully role behaviors, such as bullying behavior and
assisting behavior.
Before examining the influence of aggression only, it is worthwhile to recognize that
aggressive behavior along with victimization experience can exacerbate academic difficulties.
Graham, Bellmore and Mize (2006) used self-reports of harassment and adjustment to classify
individuals as victims, aggressors, aggressive victims, or socially adjusted. All three subgroups
encountered more school adjustment problems (e.g., lower GPA and lower teacher-rated
engagement). Of these groups, aggressive victims had the lowest reported GPA and were most
disengaged. Juvonen, Graham, and Schuster (2003) replicated these findings. After classifying
individuals as victims, aggressive victims, aggressors, and socially adjusted individuals through
peer reports, they found that all three problem behavior subgroups were rated by their teachers as
less academically adjusted than their counterparts, with aggressive victims reported as the least
engaged.
Only three studies in the published literature were identified that specifically examined
the impact of bullying behavior on academics. A commonly cited article, Nansel et al. (2001),
examined the prevalence of bullying behavior and its association with various adjustment
indices. Of the 15,686 students in this study from 6th- to 10th-grade, about 30% reported some
involvement in bullying situations and 13% self-identified as a bully. Along with other factors,
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bullying behavior was associated with lower academic achievement and a more negative
perceived school climate.
Ma, Phelps, Lerner and Lerner (2009) developed a longitudinal study from self-reports of
bullying behavior from a national survey (4-H Study of Positive Youth Development). From the
subsample of 620 adolescents, they found that bullying behavior was negatively associated with
academic competence beyond other demographic factors (e.g., gender, maternal education, and
prior competence). Concurrent random-effects hierarchal regressions indicated that educational
expectations and school engagement accounted for a large amount of the variation (22-29%) in
academic competence.
Finally, a cross-sectional study of 3rd- through 5th-graders compared outcomes for
individuals who were identified as victims, bully-victims, and bystanders (e.g., students not
identified as bullies or victims; Glew, Fan, Katon, Rivara, & Kernic, 2005). In this study,
individuals classified as victims and bullies were more likely to have lower achievement than
bystanders and to “feel sad most days.” All three bullying-involved groups were more likely to
feel that they don’t belong at school.
While bullying behavior is different from relational and physical aggression, in that it
requires an imbalance of power, prolonged aggressive behavior, and an intent to harm, research
on relational and overt aggression can help enrich results in the bullying literature. Risser (2013)
used a sample of 5th- and 6th-graders from the National Institute of Mental Health longitudinal
database and examined the relative and combined association between types of aggressive
behaviors and academic impact. For girls, engaging in relational aggression, when controlling for
victimization and overt aggression, was negatively associated with teacher reports of school

27
performance. Conversely, boys only showed this association for overt aggression. This study
may draw attention to potential gender differences in how bullying behavior and aggressive
behavior are related to academic outcomes based on the type of aggressive behavior assessed.
Bystander Role Behaviors and Academic Outcomes

Unfortunately, there are no published articles that evaluate specific bystander role
behaviors and academic achievement. While some studies explore bystander role behaviors,
bystander behaviors are often classified based on the absence of being identified as bullies or
victims and provide little exploration of their behaviors when witnessing bullying (e.g., Glew et
al., 2005). As a result, conclusions cannot be drawn for specific types of bystander behaviors,
yet, some hypotheses can be inferred.
Assisting behavior is often associated and aligned with the bully. While they may not
instigate aggressive behavior, the reactions to bullying are in support of aggressive actions. Since
individuals who engage in relational and overt aggression are associated with worse academic
outcomes (Risser, 2013), it may be hypothesized that assisting behaviors will have similar
negative outcomes.
Defending behaviors are often associated with well-developed social skills and high peer
acceptance (e.g., Goossens et al., 2006). According to the peer exclusion data, individuals who
feel rejected by peers have concurrent and prospective negative impacts on academic
achievement and engagement. Since individuals who engage in defending behaviors are
generally well accepted, it can therefore be predicted that defending behaviors will be associated
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with academic success and greater classroom engagement compared to peers experiencing social
exclusion.
In conclusion, the bully participant role literature has explored the relation between
different types of bullying role behaviors and academic outcomes, including academic
performance indices and student engagement measures. The literature has largely supported that
experiencing peer victimization is associated with a variety of negative academic outcomes
(Nakamoto & Schwartz, 2010). While some studies show that experiencing victimization is an
outcome for poor academic achievement (e.g., Schwartz et al., 2001), this relation has been
mostly explored concurrently and prospectively with victimization experiences predating poor
academic outcomes (e.g., Juvonen et al., 2000). Some studies have explored this relation from a
diathesis-stress model, suggesting victimization experiences act as a stressor impacting negative
academic achievement (Schwartz et al., 2005). Research has supported that bullying behavior is
associated with poor academic achievement as well (e.g., Nansel et al., 2001). Unfortunately, no
identified research in the literature has explored this relation for specific bystander role
behaviors. As a result, the literature could benefit from exploring the relation between all of the
bully participant behaviors and measures of academic achievement to comprehensively
differentiate this association for all members who engage in or witness bullying.
Self-Efficacy

Self-efficacy is defined as “people’s judgments of their capabilities to organize and
execute courses of action required to attain designated types of performances” (Bandura, 1986,
p.391). It is often viewed as an individual’s expectation and opinion of what he or she can
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accomplish when presented with a specific task. Self-efficacy is not manifested based on what
skills an individual possesses; rather, self-efficacy is the belief in what one can do with the skills
and abilities one has (Bong & Skaalvik, 2003).
Individuals can develop self-efficacy beliefs across a wide array of domains. Selfefficacy can subsume broad generalizations of beliefs, as in global self-efficacy. Global selfefficacy beliefs are an individual’s perception of her or his overall capability across a wide range
of tasks. Global self-efficacy can be differentiated into separate domains, the most common
being academic, social, emotional, and physical. For example, academic self-efficacy is an
individual’s perception that she or he can successfully perform academic tasks (Bong &
Skaalvik, 2003). Social self-efficacy often relates to how well an individual navigates social
networks and interacts with peers (Murris, 2002). These domains can be further differentiated to
more discrete tasks such as competency in math, science, or language arts (Britner & Pajares,
2006).
Formation of Self-Efficacy

Self-efficacy is a construct that has been derived from social cognitive theory (Bandura,
1986). According to this theory, there are three reciprocal causes that influence each other:
behavior, cognitions, and environment. This reciprocal interactions, known as reciprocal
determinism, indicates that human thought and behavior are a dynamic interaction between
personal, behavioral, and environmental influences. As a result, self-efficacy relates to
cognitions about ones’ own self; however, it also influences and is influenced by an individual’s
behavior and environment.
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Self-efficacy is shaped through four categories of experience: prior experience (enactive
mastery experience), perceptions of other’s performance (vicarious experience), passive
communication and evaluative feedback (verbal persuasion), and physiological reactions to
tasks. Of these influences, prior mastery experiences are most influential in self-efficacy
appraisal (Bong & Skaalvik, 2003). An individual’s prior performance on a task is largely
influential in how one perceives she or he will perform if the task is repeated. For example,
Britner and Pajares (2006) found that self-efficacy for science tasks was correlated with mastery
experiences, vicarious experiences, social persuasions and physiological arousal; however, only
mastery experiences significantly predicted self-efficacy in science.
While mastery experiences have large impact, it is not the only influence. Individuals
will not have prior experience when engaging in new tasks; therefore, the experiences and
actions of others help shape self-efficacy. Behaviors of others, including peers’ own successes or
failures as well as their feedback and encouragement, can influence how self-efficacy is
developed. For example, individuals are more likely to view themselves as more capable of
success when similar peers experience success. Relatedly, individuals provided with positive
encouragement and feedback from others will likely develop higher self-efficacy (Gist &
Mitchell, 1992).
Furthermore, the internal physiological state can influence self-efficacy evaluations.
Physiological states before, during, and after an event provide insight into perceptions of
capability. For example, individuals who have accelerated heart rate, sweating, and shallow
breathing before making a big presentation may perceive lower self-efficacy for making
presentations than an individual who was less aroused (Gist & Mitchell, 1992).
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There are three types of self-assessments that occur when forming self-efficacy that relate
to these four experiences. First, the task itself is assessed. When the task is new, individuals will
forecast what is required to complete the task at various levels. When a task has been performed
frequently, individuals will use self-judgments on their past performance as a prominent
consideration when determining self-efficacy, called enactive mastery experience. For example,
if an individual has prior experiences entering a science fair, she will use her performance from
previous experiences to determine self-efficacy for science experiments. She may also use
similar peer’s successes or failures to make judgments on how confident she is in succeeding in
that task (Gist & Mitchell, 1992).
Another form of self-analysis that is involved in developing self-efficacy is attributional
analysis of behavior. This involves how individuals attribute prior performances. For example,
individuals who have external attributions judge the reason for their success on a task in the past
as mostly due to their environment, such as luck. Conversely, if they view their previous
attainments largely due to personal skill and perseverance, internal attributions, they may view
themselves as more capable. While personal experience provides information on attributions,
causal information can also be inferred through peer models or persuasion (Gist & Mitchell,
1992).
While the assessment of task requirements and attributional analysis provide some insight
into how an individual will perform on a task, these two antecedent processes are insufficient for
forming self-efficacy. The examination of the individual self-abilities and the setting, such as
resources and barriers, also influence self-efficacy beliefs. When making judgment on
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capabilities, individuals consider personal factors as well as situational factors, such as
distractions and safety, that can influence performance on a task (Gist & Mitchell, 1992).
Self-Efficacy in Adolescence

The concept of self-efficacy develops over time. First, children have a broad
understanding of their competency that becomes differentiated over time (Werner, 1957). For
academic self-efficacy, children first have a broad belief that they are “smart” or “dumb,” which
becomes more refined for specific activities (Harter, 1983). During elementary school, children
begin to distinguish between different domains of competence. Research studies by Eccles and
Wigfield have found that children’s self-efficacy beliefs in different domains are distinct as early
as 1st grade (Wigfield, 1994).
Academic self-efficacy changes across development. Younger children tend to have more
positive achievement-related beliefs than older children. These beliefs decline across elementary
school years, with the largest declines occurring immediately after the transition to junior high
school (Schunk & Pajares, 2002).
Various factors may contribute to declines in academic self-efficacy in adolescence.
These declines may occur because older children are better at understanding and interpreting
evaluative feedback and the school environment makes evaluations more salient, thus lowering a
child’s achievement beliefs when compared to her or his peers (Wigfield & Eccles, 2000).
Children tend to be overconfident about what they can do, often feeling highly efficacious about
accomplishing tasks even when feedback has indicated low performance. This can be due to
various factors such as not understanding the task requirements fully or not having accurate
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knowledge of their performance capabilities. As children develop, their self-appraisal skills
improve (Schunk & Pajares, 2002).
Furthermore, secondary school is often associated with changes in the school
environment. Researchers have attributed changes in academic self-efficacy in middle school to
increases in competition, more norm-referenced grading, and less attention to individual student
progress. In secondary school, students are increasingly differentiated based on their ability. For
example, ability groupings may lower an individual’s self-efficacy for academic tasks if placed
in groups with peers who have less developed academic skills (Schunk & Pajares, 2002).
The transition to middle school provides a unique experience that brings several changes.
Students in elementary school remain with the same teacher and peers for the majority of the
school day. In middle school, students are typically exposed to more unfamiliar peers, which
expands the social reference group (Schunk & Pajares, 2002). This can make changes to how an
individual references vicarious experiences as well as the feedback and encouragement
adolescents experience through interacting with new peers while engaging in novel academic
tasks and social situations.
Peer Influences and Self-Efficacy Theory

There are various people who influence self-efficacy development in adolescence, such
as parents and teachers; however, the focus here will be on peer influences. According to selfefficacy theory, peers can influence self-efficacy development in various ways. First, peers
provide a good model for vicarious experiences. When an individual observes peers whom he
views as similar to himself succeed, the observer’s self-efficacy beliefs will increase (Schunk &
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Pajares, 2002). Conversely, if this peer does not succeed, the observer may perceive he lacks the
competence to succeed. Peer models in adolescence are particularly important because
adolescents engage in new tasks and rely more heavily on understanding their competence
through peers’ vicarious experiences (Schunk & Pajares, 2002).
Peer networks are also influential in developing self-perception, including self-efficacy
and self-esteem. Students engage with peer networks that they can self-identify with, thus
enhancing the influence of vicarious experiences through modeling. Peer networks also promote
motivation through peer pressure. Peer pressure starts to develop during childhood and peaks in
the early teenage years, with an important and influential time between the ages of 12 and 16
(Steinberg, Brown, & Dornbusch, 1996). Peer pressure can influence many activities, including
motivation and performance for academics and social behavior. One study found that individuals
who were affiliated with more academically oriented crowds achieved better grades than students
who were affiliated with less academically oriented peers even when they entered high school
with similar grades (Steinberg et al., 1996).
Self-Efficacy Theory and Bullying Role Behaviors

Self-efficacy theory and models of self-efficacy development can help make connections
to how the larger peer group influences an individual’s self-efficacy beliefs. This can help to
provide insight into how various bullying role behaviors may impact self-efficacy development.
While there are many internal and external factors that influence self-efficacy development, the
focus here will be on factors that have a connection with bullying role behaviors.
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Bullying situations can have a large influence on an individual’s internal state and
perspective, such as arousal. Individuals make judgments on their self-efficacy based on their
arousal state, such as how positively aroused (e.g., excited) or negatively aroused (anxious) they
feel when presented with a task (Gist & Mitchell, 1992). This arousal can be influenced by
external factors that induce arousal, such as bullying experiences. A study by Woods and White
(2005) used questionnaires to assess arousal states and bullying behavior. Individuals who were
classified as bully/victims or who experienced direct victimization had arousal levels in the
clinically significant range. Conversely, individuals classified as direct bullies and neutral pupils
showed the lowest level arousal, with bullies being least represented in the clinically significant
range. This study provides some insight that individuals who experience victimization at school
may have heightened arousal states that may negatively influence their perceptions of peer
experiences. Relatedly, heightened arousal states may also translate to judgment of academic
tasks and abilities if the individual experiences victimization at school.
Overall perceptions of self-worth can also influence self-efficacy beliefs for more
discrete tasks. An individual’s overall self-perception is comprised of her or his self-perceptions
of capabilities across many domains and tasks. For self-efficacy, perceptions of overall
competency are influenced by self-efficacy for specific domains, such as academic and social
self-efficacy. As a result, self-efficacy beliefs across domains are highly correlated with each
other to suggest that an individual’s overall self-perceptions or perceptions for a specific task are
interrelated (Murris, 2001).
In relation to bullying role behaviors, some studies have shown that individuals who
engage in bullying behavior, experience victimization, or both have significantly lower global

36
self-esteem than individuals who do not engage in bullying or experience victimization
(O’Moore & Kirkham, 2001). Conversely, individuals who engage in defending behaviors are
associated with overall high self-esteem such as a high level of confidence in abilities to navigate
social systems as well as a confidence that they have a positive social network (Salmivalli,
Kaukiainen, Kaistaniemi, & Lagerspetz, 1999) These high or low levels of overall self-esteem
aligned with various bullying role behaviors can translate to self-efficacy beliefs for specific
domains. Researchers have made connections with how an overall feeling of self-worth from
peer experience may extend from social tasks to other domains such as academic performance
(Flook, Repetti, & Ullman, 2005).
A person’s affect or mood may impact her or his arousal and therefore her or his selfefficacy. Mood can be influenced by the task itself, such as receiving an award at school, as well
as incidents in one’s private life, such as embarrassing peer experiences. Research on mood
manipulations has shown that positive moods are related to higher self-efficacy beliefs compared
to manipulations for negative mood states (Kavanagh & Bower, 1985). It can therefore be
inferred that experiences with peers which impact mood positively or negatively, such as
bullying (Glew et al., 2005), can influence self-efficacy.
Environmental experiences can also have a large impact on self-efficacy development
through various ways. An individual’s assessment of self-efficacy will consider the degree of
interdependence and the amount of resources, such as social support and materials, required to
complete the task successfully. In relation to bullying roles, individuals who may lack social
support, such as individuals who are rejected or victimized by the peer group, can perceive less
support to achieve difficult tasks and may negatively influence their self-efficacy development
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(Jenkins & Demaray, 2012). Conversely, individuals who perceive strong social ties and support,
such as individuals who engage in defending behaviors or are uninvolved in bullying, may
perceive more social support which can positively influence self-efficacy development (Holt &
Espelage, 2007). These supports can translate beyond just social relationships. Researchers have
proposed that individuals who feel supported in their relationships at school may perceive more
support when engaging with difficult academic tasks, thus influencing their academic selfefficacy (Flook et al., 2005).
The environment in which the task is completed influences self-efficacy determinants.
For example, when an individual performs a task that requires significant effort in an
environment where there are various distractions, the environment may lower performance
competency estimates. Additionally, the amount of danger in the setting, including physical or
psychological, can influence self-efficacy determinants.
Distractions and the amount of perceived danger can make connections to how bullying
experiences may be related to self-efficacy determinants. Individuals who experience
victimization or individuals who engage in bullying behavior perceive their environment to be
less safe (Glew, Fan, Katon, & Rivara, 2008). Individuals who feel less safe at school may show
increased physical and psychological arousal and thus impact self-efficacy. Distractions as well
as risk may increase anxiety, therefore by reducing efficacy by thoughts of failure or
incompetence, physiological arousal, and the reduction of coping mechanisms (Gist & Mitchell,
1992).
Overall, there are many ways in which peer experiences, including bullying experiences,
can influence self-efficacy development based on self-efficacy theory. While peer experiences
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largely influence how individuals perceive their social competence, social experiences can have
a broader effect on self-efficacy perceptions. Researchers have made the connection that these
peer experiences can influence more broad perceptions of self-worth and other self-efficacy
traits. They also postulate that peer experiences in schools can shape internal arousals, such as
perceptions of anxiety, as well as influence the school environment, such as perceptions of safety
and resources for support. As a result, both academic and self-efficacy perceptions can be
connected to bullying experiences in adolescence.
Self-Efficacy vs. Self-Concept

Prior to analyzing the empirical support for how well self-efficacy beliefs impact
achievement, it is important to differentiate it from a commonly confounded construct in the
literature: self-concept. Self-concept is an individual’s overall self-belief that is created through
interacting with and interpreting the environment and influenced by reinforcement and
evaluations of influential adults and peers (Schunk, 1991). Academic self-concept is viewed as
an individual’s attitudes, feelings, and perceptions relative to one’s skills; self-efficacy more
narrowly evaluates context specific judgments of capabilities (Lent, Brown, & Gore, 1997).
There are various similarities between self-concept and self-efficacy. Both concepts view
perceived competences as a critical element in defining self-beliefs and that these self-beliefs
predict motivation, emotion, and performance. They also include similar information sources
(mastery experiences, social comparisons, reflected appraisals) to develop these beliefs.
Additionally, these concepts can vary from specific domains, such as reading comprehension in
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English, to broader context areas such as academic beliefs (Bong & Skaalvik, 2003; Schunk,
1991).
Self-efficacy and self-concept hold several distinct characteristics. An individual’s
emotional and motivational orientations are core aspects of self-concept but are viewed as
correlates or consequences of self-efficacy. Additionally, self-efficacy is judged on ability-based
goals, whereas self-concept is impacted by normative ability, or an individual’s ability compared
to peers. In general, self-efficacy is more context or task specific, whereas self-concept is
conceived from an overall impression of competence in given domains. Self-efficacy is typically
viewed as a precursor of self-concept development. Despite these differences, self-efficacy and
self-concept are highly related. Studies that only focus on self-concept may incorporate other
broad characteristics of self-beliefs (e.g., self-esteem) along with self-efficacy (Bong & Skaalvik,
2003).
Lent, Brown, and Gore (1997) used confirmatory factor analyses to evaluate the structure
of self-concept and self-efficacy on a sample of approximately 200 college-level students. In this
sample, self-efficacy at varying levels of domain specificity was empirically distinguishable
from overall measures of general academic self-concept. Additionally, academic self-concept
was a more efficient predictor of global levels of performance and self-efficacy was
differentially useful in predicting more domain-specific performance criteria. While these
constructs were not interchangeable, self-efficacy was most closely related to academic selfconcept at a global level of performance (Lent, Brown, & Gore, 1997). This research shows that
self-concept may relate to more global levels of self-efficacy as a measure of overall capabilities.
While self-concept and self-esteem are not completely analogous, since self-concept may include
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other self-perceptions, research on self-concept and academic performance can provide some
clues as to how self-efficacy relates to overall abilities in a domain.

Self-Efficacy and Academic Outcomes

Self-efficacy is an important construct that influences academic behavior. Selfperceptions of ability are better predictors of academic success than objective measurements of
ability, such that studies have shown self-efficacy mediates the effects of prior achievement,
knowledge, and skills to subsequent achievement (Bandura et al., 1996). For example,
individuals with high self-efficacy are more likely to select tasks and activities they feel
competent in. They are also more likely to work hard towards success and persevere in the face
of difficulty. The ways in which self-efficacy beliefs influence success can be described by the
expectancy-value theory of motivation.
According to the expectancy-value theory of motivation, an individual’s choice,
persistence, and performance on tasks are assumed to be directly influenced by her beliefs about
how well she will do and the extent to which the individual values the task. This theory states
that the amount of effort that individuals will expend is related to how confident they are about
accomplishing a task (e.g., self-efficacy) and the degree to which they believe the task is worth
pursuing (task value). Additionally, this theory includes a social-cognitive aspect, suggesting that
motivation is influenced by an individual’s own perceptions of previous experiences as well as
socialization influences (e.g., peer experiences, parent values; Wigfield & Eccles, 2000).
Expectancies for success, or an individual’s beliefs about how he or she will perform on
tasks in the immediate or long-term future, is a major component of this model. The evaluation
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of abilities in the immediate or long-term future can be differentiated into ability beliefs and
outcome expectations. Aligned with Bandura’s (1997) definition of self-efficacy, ability beliefs,
or efficacy expectations, relate to an individual’s belief that he or she can accomplish a task
given their current competence. Outcome expectations relate to the evaluation that an action will
lead to an outcome in the future (Wigfield & Eccles, 2000). While these constructs are very
closely related (Eccles & Wigfield, 1995), the literature can differ on how definitions of
expectancies for success are aligned with ability values or outcome expectations. Bandura (1997)
argues that ability beliefs are more predictive of performance than outcome expectations and
relate more closely to the construct of self-efficacy. This dissertation will focus on researchers
and theorists, such as Eccles and Wigfield, who define expectancies for success aligned more
closely with definitions of self-efficacy (Wigfield & Eccles, 2000).
A second major characteristic of the expectancy-value theory is the emphasis of an
individual’s subjective values. The expectancy-value theory states that there are four important
components that impact the cognitive appraisal of subjective value, such as the attainment value
(importance of doing well on a task), the intrinsic value (how much enjoyment someone receives
from doing a task), the utility value (how the task aligns with future plans), and the cost (what
the individual has to give up to do a task; Wigfield & Eccles, 2000). The expectancy-value
theory states that it is important to consider subjective values because they are strong predictors
of perseverance and continuation of educational pursuits (e.g., continue taking math courses;
Wigfield & Eccles, 2000). Analysis of ability-related beliefs and subjective values shows that
even young children can distinguish between what they are good at and what they value in
different domains (Wigfield & Eccles, 2000).
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Eccle’s expectancy-value theory has been used to predict academic success. Wigfield and
Eccles (2000) conducted three longitudinal studies on elementary and secondary students to
evaluate the association of academic ability beliefs and subjective values to academic
performance and choices; their studies established two fundamental results. First, children’s
ability beliefs and expectancies for success are the strongest predictors of grades in math, greater
than the predictive power of previous grades and achievement values. Additionally, these studies
found that values are the strongest predictors of intentions to continue math courses. This suggest
that immediate academic performance is more closely associated with academic self-perceptions,
or academic self-efficacy, whereas the continuation of academic pursuits is more associated with
academic values.
While the expectancy-value model recognizes many influences that impact academic
success, Wigfield and Eccles (2000) underscore the importance in evaluating how perceptions of
ability influence academic achievement in adolescence. In order to explore how ability beliefs
influence performance, researchers need to be aware of the many ways in which ability beliefs
can be defined and measured in the literature. First, the degree of specificity for tasks can
produce varied results when evaluating ability beliefs. While much of the research focuses on
general terms of expectancy values, such as overall academic ability, (e.g., Bandura,
Barbaranelli, Capara, & Pastorelli, 1996), early theorists emphasize more task-specific measures
because these relate more closely to behavior (Bandura, 1997). Additionally, studies vary in how
ability-related beliefs are judged and measured. At times, these studies can align with a related
construct of self-concept, asking questions such as, “How good do you think you are” on a task,
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while others focus on questions more aligned with the construct of self-efficacy utilizing
questions such as, “How confident are you” to complete a task (Wigfield & Eccles, 2000).
Various studies have supported the contention that academic self-concept influences
educational attainment level (e.g., Guay, Larose, & Boivin, 2004). Marsh (1990) found that GPA
in 11th- and 12th-grade students were significantly associated with academic self-concept
measured in the previous year; however, prior reported grades did not affect subsequent
measures of academic self-concept. Additionally, Marsh et al. (2005) used longitudinal data on
7th-grade students in Germany to support that prior self-concept significantly impacted
subsequent math interest, grades, and standardized tests scores. Overall, these studies suggest
that self-concept impacts academic outcomes, including interest and performance on
standardized and unstandardized assessments. It can therefore be hypothesized that global selfefficacy, or perceptions of overall ability and capabilities, can relate to academic success.
Similarly, a plethora of studies have examined the association between self-efficacy and
academic performance. Multon, Brown, and Lent (1991) conducted meta-analyses of 38
published and unpublished articles that included a measure of self-efficacy, academic
performance/persistence, and information on effect sizes to examine this relation. Academic
indicators included standardized achievement tests (4 studies), classroom-based measures (9
studies), and basic skill tasks (25 studies). Effect size estimates indicate that self-efficacy
accounts for 14% and 12% of the variation in scores for academic performance and academic
persistence respectively. Across various student samples, designs, and measures of academic
success, self-efficacy accounts for a significant portion of the difference in scores above chance.
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Multon et al. (1991) evaluated four methodological conditions that impacted the
magnitude of the association between self-efficacy and academic performance. First, the times in
which self-efficacy and academic performance are assessed impacts the association between the
constructs. For example, studies that manipulated self-efficacy found strongest associations
between constructs when assessed post-treatment, implying that these manipulations (e.g.,
feedback) increased self-efficacy as well as the self-efficacy performance relationship. Second,
the relation between self-efficacy and academic performance varied by the achievement status of
students; stronger relations between self-efficacy and academic performance were found in lowachieving students compared to individuals with more normative academic performance. The age
of the student also had an impact on effect sizes. Students in high school and college had
stronger effect sizes than elementary students. The authors of these studies hypothesized that
older students had more experience in schools and were better able to assess their own academic
strengths and weaknesses. Finally, this meta-analysis found that the type of academic
performance indices used impacted results. Of the types of academic indicators evaluated, basic
skill measures were most strongly associated with self-efficacy, followed by classroom
performance indices and standardized achievement tests.
Since the meta-analyses by Multon et al. (1991), there have been several studies that have
confirmed how self-efficacy can relate to academic performance from different parts of the
world. In one study, approximately 400 students from Nigeria were administered questionnaires
on academic self-perceptions, such as self-efficacy, motivation, and self-concept, and the results
were compared to academic performance on a national standardized assessment (Akomolafe,
Ogunmakin, & Fasooto, 2013). Results showed that 56% of the variance in academic
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performance of secondary school students was accounted for by students’ perceptions; each of
the variables contributed significantly to the variance. Hierarchical regression analyses found
academic self-efficacy as the most significant contributing factor. Additionally, a study by
Dogan (2015) in Turkey on 500 middle and high school students evaluated the association
between academic self-efficacy, student engagement (involvement in school activities and
commitment to school values and rules), academic motivation, and GPA. In this study,
engagement (cognitive only), motivation, and academic self-efficacy all significantly predicted
academic performance.
While a majority of the studies discussed support how self-efficacy can relate to overall
indices of academic performance, such as standardized test scores or GPA, other research has
examined the relation between self-efficacy and more discrete skills. For example, Pajares
(2003) provided a summary of research on the relation between self-efficacy beliefs, motivation,
and achievement in writing. This review concluded that students’ confidence in their skills
influences their motivation for writing assignments and performance on writing tasks in schools.
The literature on self-efficacy has not extensively explored how self-efficacy in other
domains (e.g., social or emotional self-efficacy) can impact academic performance. However,
one study by Bandura et al. (1996) explored ways in which various social and emotional aspects,
including self-efficacy, can impact academic achievement. That study provided a model for how
a range of influences (e.g., SES, familial impacts, peer relationships, and self-processes) can
shape the course of academic achievement. They contend that children’s intellectual
development cannot be isolated from social relations and the interpersonal environment from
which it is embedded, citing social cognitive theory. The authors postulate that self-efficacy
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beliefs for social relationships help promote supportive social relationships in school and,
subsequently, academics. For example, students with high social self-efficacy may more readily
seek assistance from adults (e.g., parents and teachers) and classmates which can help promote
mastery of academic tasks. Additionally, peers who have greater social capabilities may view the
school setting as more favorable and therefore may engage in more productive learning. The
authors hypothesized that individuals with high sense of academic and social self-efficacy can
use prosocial behavior to build peer acceptance and improve academic success.
To examine this model, a battery of questionnaires was administered to approximately
280 6th- and 7th-grade students, their parents, and their teachers at a school in Italy. Self-efficacy
was loaded onto three separate scales: academic self-efficacy (ability to manage learning, master
subjects, and teachers’/parents’ expectations), social self-efficacy (capability to develop peer
relationships, self-assertiveness, and leisure time), and self-regulatory efficacy (ability to resist
peer pressure to engage in high-risk activities). Academic achievement was assessed through
teacher reports. The results supported Bandura and colleagues’ (1996) model identifying the
impact of multiple supports (e.g., parents, peer relationships, SES) to account for 58% of
variance in academic achievement, including all three domains of self-efficacy. When examining
self-efficacy specifically, children’s academic self-efficacy was linked to achievement both
directly and through mediators of prosocial conduct. Perceived self-regulatory efficacy also had
a direct and indirect impact on academic achievement. Mediational factors for self-regulatory
efficacy included adherence to moral sanctions and low levels of problem behaviors at school.
The direct relationship between self-regulatory efficacy and academic performance suggests that
children who perceive control over their learning are more likely to achieve academic success.
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Only social self-efficacy did not have a direct impact on academic success; however, it was
significantly associated through mediations of academic aspirations and vulnerability to
depression. Overall, the significant direct and indirect association of other domains of selfefficacy suggests that further research should be conducted to enhance understanding of the
relationship between other sources of self-efficacy and academic performance in adolescence.
In sum, the expectancy-value model can be used to understand the association between
an individual’s perceptions and values to academic success. Research has largely supported how
perceptions of academic abilities, through studies on self-concept (e.g., Marsh, 1990) and selfefficacy (e.g., Multon et al., 1991), are associated with academic performance. While less
research has explored how perceptions of abilities in other domains can impact achievement,
there is some support that perceptions of other abilities may have a direct and indirect association
with academic indices (Bandura et al., 1996).
Self-Efficacy and Bullying Role Behaviors

Some studies have explored how various bullying roles are associated with self-efficacy;
however, there are a few studies that have explored various areas of self-efficacy and selfperceptions in all participant roles, including bullies, victims, and bystanders. One early study
evaluating self-concept was conducted by Salmivalli (1998) on 281 students in 8th-grade in
Finland. Participant’s behavior in bullying situations was assessed using peer nominations and
participants completed self-reports on self-concept in a variety of domains in order to develop
distinct self-concept profiles.
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Individuals classified as bullies in the Salmivalli (1998) study fit a self-concept profile
that had low behavioral and family self-concept, suggesting they do not view themselves as
complying to adult norms and view themselves as not being accepted or respected by members
of their families. Additionally, this profile had high social and physical self-concept; bullies
viewed themselves as well liked and popular members of the social group. The authors contend
that the profile for bullies in their study aligned with aspects of conduct disorder.
Assisting behavior related to several different self-concept clusters. Some individuals
identified as assisters had similar self-concept clusters as bullies: high on social and physical
self-concept and low on behavioral and family self-concept. Assistants to the bully also
identified with other clusters that were low on all self-concept domains, suggesting they have a
low self-view of themselves. The authors hypothesized that individuals who engage in assisting
behavior who have low self-concept in all domains may follow individuals whom they perceive
as powerful and strong—bullies—to secure their own social position.
Individuals classified as victims had three major self-concept clusters, suggesting there
may be some variation in victimization experiences. One self-concept profile indicated low selfconcept for social and physical self-concept. This profile aligns with the expectation that victims
do not feel socially accepted and physically weak compared to peers. Another self-concept
cluster for victims viewed low self-concept in all areas, generally viewing themselves as
incompetent in every domain, similar to individuals classified as assistants. Finally, the last selfconcept profile included low social and physical self-concept but high scores on family and
behavioral self-concept.
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Defenders typically viewed themselves as above average in all areas of self-concept on
correlational and cluster analyses. Defenders view themselves with high self-regard, potentially
allowing them the ability to defend victims without fear of being victimized. Additionally,
defenders’ ability to stop bullying may further reinforce a positive self-concept. Finally,
individuals identified as outsiders viewed themselves in clusters that had low social and physical
self-concept. Overall, this study helped to identify areas of perceived competence for all bullying
roles and allows insight into potential differences between and within bullying role
classifications.
Andreou and Metallidou (2004) also examined links between social and academic
perspectives and behavior in bullying situations. They assessed 186 students between 4th- and
6th-grades in Greece. This study explored several areas of social cognition (self-efficacy for
assertion, self-efficacy for aggression, expectations that aggressions will lead to rewards,
expectations that aggression will lead to suffering, the value placed on rewards, and the value
placed on suffering in the victim) and two categories of academic cognition (self-efficacy for
learning and performance and the self-regulatory strategies used while solving problems).
Some gender differences were found: boys had more aggression-encouraging cognitions
and were more likely to be bullies or assistants aligned with previous studies (Pellegrini & Long,
2002). Higher scores on self-efficacy for assertion were associated with less frequent
victimization, bullying, and assisting behavior and higher frequency of defending behavior for
girls only. This indicates that girls who perceive their ability to assert themselves in social
situations are likely to act against aggressive actions. Additionally, efficacy to engage in
aggressive acts were associated with higher scores of victimization experience and bullying
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behavior in boys and girls. For girls only, higher scores on the assisting and reinforcing behavior
scales were also associated with higher self-efficacy for aggression. This suggests that both
aggressors and targets of bullying are more likely to endorse competency for aggressive
behavior. No association was found between outsiders and social self-efficacy domains.
For academic self-efficacy, correlation analyses found that academic self-efficacy was
negatively related to identification as a victim, bully, assistant, and reinforcer. Academic selfefficacy was significantly positively associated with defending behavior for girls only. Overall,
being a victim or aggressor in bullying situations was related to lower academic self-perceptions;
however, defending others was associated with higher academic self-perceptions.
Regression analyses indicated that low academic self-efficacy combined with certain
social cognitions predicted victimization and bullying behavior scores. This suggests that
bullying behavior and victimization experience is associated with both social and academic
perceptions. This was the only study that explored and examined academic self-efficacy and
some aspects of social self-efficacy (self-efficacy for aggressive and assertive behavior) in all
bullying roles.
Overall, Salmivalli (1998) and Andreou and Metallidou (2004) found significant patterns
in self-concept and self-efficacy for each bully participant role. Both studies found negative selfperceptions for social behavior for individuals who experience victimization or engage in
assisting behavior. There were some differences in bullies; Salmivalli (1998) found that
individuals who engage in bullying behavior have a positive social self-concept, whereas
Andreou and Metallidou (2004) found bullying behavior associated with low self-efficacy for
assertive behaviors and academics. Both studies found overly positive self-perceptions for
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individuals who engage in defending behaviors for overall self-concept, assertiveness, and
academic self-concept; however, there may be some variations due to gender. Other researchers
have explored in greater detail social and academic self-perceptions for specific roles.
Bullying Behaviors, Victimization Experience, and Self-Efficacy

Studies have mostly examined self-efficacy in protagonists in bullying situations: the
victim and the bully. One such study by Kokkinos and Kipritsi (2012) explored the relation
between peer victimization experiences, bullying behavior, various indices of social abilities, and
self-perceptions including trait emotional intelligence (e.g., the ability to perceive, understand
and express an individual’s or other’s emotions), overall self-efficacy, and empathy. Correlation
analyses found that bullying behavior was negatively correlated with total self-efficacy, trait
emotional intelligence and overall empathy and its cognitive components. Overall self-efficacy,
trait emotional intelligence, and affective and cognitive empathy were negatively associated with
victimization experiences. Boys tended to be involved in more bullying behavior than females,
consistent with other studies (Salmivalli et al., 1996). Kokkinos and Kipritsi (2012) also
conducted regression analyses to examine the significance of these associations. For bullying
behavior, gender, trait emotional intelligence, and cognitive empathy were significantly
associated with bullying, whereas only gender and trait emotional intelligence significantly
predicted victimization. This study found that overall self-efficacy was associated with bullying
behavior and victimization experiences; however, other indices of social-emotional development
may explain significantly more variance.
Relatedly, a study by Marsh, Parada, Yeung, and Healey (2001) explored a similar
relationship using slightly different conceptualizations of bullying roles. They evaluated self-
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concept longitudinally for students identified as victims or aggressive troublemakers, individuals
who got into physical altercations, got in trouble, or were punished for breaking rules. To explore
this relation, Marsh and colleagues assessed a sample of students in Australia in 8th-, 10th-, and
12th-grades. This sample had high overlap and consistency, with a high identification of being
both troublemakers and victims. Victimization experience was negatively correlated with selfconcept and had negative influences on subsequent assessments of self-concept. Interestingly,
individuals who were identified as troublemakers had a small negative correlation with selfconcept. When evaluated over time, troublemakers had a small positive effect on subsequent
assessments of self-concept. That study suggests that low self-concept can be related to both
victimization experience and troublemaking behavior. However, for individuals who are
troublemakers, a concept similar to bully behaviors, negative self-concept may somewhat
influence a more positive self-concept in the future.
Other studies have explored only the role of victimization experience and self-efficacy.
One study by Fredstrom, Adams, and Gilman (2011) explored victimization experience in school
through cyberbullying and its association with adjustment including self-esteem, self-efficacy,
anxiety, depressive symptoms, and locus of control. In this study, 802 ninth-grade students
completed a series of measures with a vast majority indicating they were not victimized (7375%). Of the approximate 25% who experienced victimization, individuals who were victimized
had a lower self-esteem and self-concept as well as higher stress, anxiety, depressive symptoms,
and locus of control. This effect was found to be significant even when controlling for
victimization experience occurring in the school setting. These findings suggest that
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victimization experiences across multiple contexts are significantly associated with lower selfperceptions, including self-efficacy.
The negative association between victimization experience and self-efficacy is also
significant when evaluating specific domains of self-efficacy, including academic self-efficacy.
Studies have established the relation between peer rejection and academic self-concept (e.g.,
Flook, Repetti, & Ullman, 2005). These studies highlight that peer rejection may impact
academic self-concept through a variety of ways outside of academic self-perceptions. For
example, children who are rejected by peers may be excluded from group activities in the school
setting and harbor negative attitudes about school. Children who lack peer acceptance may also
disengage from classroom activities and form a poor academic self-concept that can adversely
affect their performance in the classroom, acting to confirm their perceptions of inadequacy in
the school setting.
In relation to social self-efficacy, Barchia and Bussey (2010) found self-efficacy to enlist
support from friends to be negatively associated with victimization experience in secondary
school students. Self-efficacy to enlist support from friends partially mediated the relation
between victimization experience and depression symptoms in this sample. Additional factors
that contributed to this association included school self-efficacy, or the belief that other students
and teachers could effectively stop peer aggression.
Bystander Role Behaviors and Self-Efficacy

A large portion of the literature on bystanders has focused on the relation between
various bystander roles and self-efficacy. This area of study has largely been influenced by the
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desire to differentiate why some individuals who witness aggressive behavior act to promote or
stop the bullying from occurring. The area of research on bystanders has largely focused on selfefficacy in social situations, mostly for defending behavior, and has not explored specifically
self-efficacy for academic behaviors.
Gini, Albiero, Benelli, and Altoe (2008) were interested in how personal characteristics,
empathy, and perceived social self-efficacy relate to bystander behavior. Their study examined
294 Italian early adolescents between 12 and 14 years old. Bullying role behaviors were
evaluated using peer nominations and information on personal characteristics were collected
through self-reports. Using structural equation modeling, Gini and colleagues found that high
levels of empathy were positively associated with both defending and passive behavior,
suggesting that these bystander roles experience empathy when witnessing aggressive behaviors.
What differentiated individuals’ behavior was aspects of self-efficacy. Bystanders who
experienced high levels of social self-efficacy were associated with defending behaviors whereas
low levels of social self-efficacy were associated with passive behaviors.
It is generally understood that in bullying situations, defenders will seek to solve
problems and outsiders are more likely to avoid conflict (Pozzoli & Gini, 2010). However, some
research has shown that outsiders do occasionally intervene. Individuals classified as outsiders
can show some instances for intervening; however, it is not often enough to be identified by their
peers as someone who defends victims (Goossens et al., 2006). Pronk, Goossens, Olthof, De
Mey and Willemen (2013) sought to further explore social cognitions for classified outsiders and
defenders by examining their intervention strategies and competencies to intervene in various
ways. Their study was interested to view not only competency beliefs but whether individuals
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select specific situations to engage in defending behaviors (e.g., when they expect that their
friend would want them to).
Pronk et al. (2013) examined 761 Dutch children between the ages of 10 and 14. Children
were presented with imaginary victimization events and answered questions on their cognitions
and self-efficacy beliefs about intervening in those situations. Bystander roles were identified
based on peer nominations. There were differences in the way that classified outsiders and
defenders claimed to intervene in these imaginary situations; outsiders claimed to intervene
indirectly (e.g., consoling the victim or warning a teacher), whereas defenders claimed to
intervene directly (e.g., confront victim alone or with a peer). Both classified defenders and
outsiders were more likely to intervene when a friend was victimized than a classmate or other
peer. When asked about their competency to intervene, outsiders and defenders did not differ in
their self-efficacy for indirect interventions. For direct interventions, only defenders claimed a
high self-efficacy. This suggests that classified outsiders and defenders may behave differently
based on competency beliefs. It also indicates that individuals who are identified as outsiders
have the intention and competency to help victims of bullying, but these attempts are more likely
to be indirect compared to defenders.
Two studies by Poyhonen, Juvonen, and Salmivalli (2010, 2012) explored cognitive and
interpersonal factors, such as self-efficacy for defending behavior and social constructs (e.g.,
peer acceptance), in relation to bystander behaviors. The first study focused on examining
cognitive, emotional, and interpersonal factors associated with bystander behaviors. In a sample
of 489 students from 4th- and 8th-grades in Finland, they found that individuals associated with
defending behaviors, identified through peer nominations, had a stronger sense of self-efficacy to
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engage in defending behaviors (e.g., “Trying to make the others stop the bullying would be 0=
Very easy… 3= Very difficult for me”). Defending behavior was related to greater affective, but
not cognitive, empathy and social status within the peer group based on peer liking and
acceptance. They found that perceived popularity moderated the effects of self-efficacy and
affective empathy to suggest that when a student is low on perceived popularity, self-efficacy is
not positively associated with defending behaviors. The study underscores that while selfefficacy may be positively associated with defending behaviors, there may be other factors, such
as perceived popularity, that may moderate this association.
The second study by Poyhonen et al. (2012) explored bystander behaviors while
incorporating other aspects of the outcome-expectations model (Wigfield & Eccles, 2000). They
evaluated self-efficacy, outcome expectations, and values in relation to bystander responses and
found that the motivation to defend, remain passive, or reinforce the bully varied. They explored
6,397 Finnish children from 3rd- to 5th-grade and identified their bullying role based on peer
nominations. Self-efficacy beliefs for defending behavior; outcome expectations for defending
behavior; and values to decrease bullying, make victims feel better, or improve social status were
completed by self-ratings on questionnaires.
In Poyhonen et al. (2012) they found that defending behavior was supported by more
perceived efficacy for defending the victim, aligned with reports from Gini and colleagues
(2008). Additionally, they found that there were other expectations and motivations that
encouraged defending behavior. Expectations that their behavior would reduce bullying and
valuing that outcome were characteristic of individuals identified as defenders. Interestingly, the
value that defending behavior would result in improvement of status was not linked to defending
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behavior, suggesting that students’ positive behavior was not motivated by desire to improve
social status.
Passive bystanders were associated with conflicting expectations and values. They were
not associated with self-efficacy for defending behaviors. Additionally, ratings of outcome
expectations and values indicated that passive bystanders did not believe that bullying would
decrease by defending victims but did value bullying to decrease. This can suggest that when
individuals experience conflicting values, they are more likely to withdraw and remain passive.
Finally, Poyhonen et al. (2012) found that assisting behavior was not associated with selfefficacy beliefs for defending behaviors. Additionally, assisting behavior was negatively
associated with outcome expectations and values. They perceived that defending behaviors
would bring down their social status and had a high value for social status. Overall, this study
highlights the importance of examining self-efficacy beliefs and underscores how bystander roles
can be influenced by expectations and values for their actions.
Summary of Bully Role Behaviors and Self-Efficacy

Overall, there are various studies that explore the relation between self-perceptions and
bully participant roles. Each study explored some aspect of self-perception (e.g., self-concept,
self-esteem, self-efficacy) in relation to behaviors during bullying scenarios.
Bullying behavior is associated with a high physical and social self-concept; however,
individuals who engage in bullying behavior do not perceive themselves as capable or compliant
with behavioral expectations of adults and family (Salmivalli, 1998). Marsh et al. (2001) found a
similar relationship in which individuals classified as trouble makers had a negative correlation
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with self-concept. Interestingly, Marsh et al. (2001) found that troublemakers’ self-concept had
small positive effects with self-efficacy over time, to suggest that aggressive behaviors may act
to serve a function in peer relationships. When exploring the relation between bullying behavior
and self-efficacy, Kokkinos and Kipritsi (2012) found that bullying behavior was negatively
correlated with measures of overall self-efficacy.
Victimization experience is associated with low overall self-concept, with victimization
experience acting as a negative influence on subsequent assessments of self-concept (Marsh et
al., 2001). Individuals who experience victimization mostly view themselves as having low
competency in social and physical domains, with some reporting high family and behavioral selfconcept (Salmivalli, 1998). Individuals who are rejected by their peers have an overall negative
academic self-concept (Flook et al., 2005). Victimization experience is associated with lower
overall self-esteem and self-concept regardless if bullying takes place at school or online
(Fredstrom et al., 2011). When examining self-efficacy, victimization experience is negatively
correlated with overall self-efficacy (Kokkinos & Kipritsi, 2012). Some studies have explored
more specific aspects of self-efficacy for individuals who experience victimization, suggesting
they have lower self-efficacy to enlist support from peers and view that peers and adults are less
effective at stopping bullying from occurring (Barchia & Bussey, 2010).
There is less research on self-efficacy for individuals who engage in assisting behavior.
When examining self-concept, assisting behavior shows some variation in relation to selfconcept; sometimes profiles of self-concept align with bullying behavior (high social and
physical self-concept and low behavioral and family self-concept) and others have overall low
self-concept (Salmivalli, 1998). When examining self-efficacy for intervening in bullying
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situations, Poyhonen and colleagues (2012) found that assisting behavior was not correlated with
self-efficacy to stop bullying. In fact, assistants perceived very little value to intervene,
potentially because they perceive that defending victims would negatively impact their social
status (Poyhonen et al., 2012).
Individuals who engage in defending behaviors view themselves as having a high selfconcept in all areas (Salmivalli, 1998). When self-efficacy is defined in more general terms,
defending behavior was not always positively associated with high self-efficacy for males and
females (Andreou & Metallidou, 2004). However, some studies examine self-efficacy to
intervene effectively in bullying situations. In general, the more efficacious individuals perceive
their ability to defend peers, the more likely they were to be identified as defenders (Gini et al.,
2008; Poyhonen et al., 2010)Defending behavior differs from other bystander behaviors because
individuals who engage in defending behavior have high self-efficacy to defend victims using
multiple direct and indirect approaches (Pronk et al., 2013).
Finally, individuals classified as outsiders, or passive bystanders, generally have low selfconcept (Salmivalli, 1998). While some studies show that outsider behavior is not associated
with self-efficacy to intervene (Poyhonen et al., 2012), classified outsiders do have high selfefficacy to intervene using more indirect methods (Pronk et al., 2013).
Bullying Role Behaviors, Self-Efficacy, and Academic Outcomes

Thus far it has been established that there are various behaviors that an individual can act
on when engaging in or observing bullying in the peer group. These bullying behaviors are
related to self-perceptions, such as self-efficacy (e.g., Salmivalli, 1998) as well as academic
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achievement differentially (e.g., Goossens et al., 2006; Nakamoto & Schwartz, 2010; Risser,
2013). Furthermore, there is an established link between self-efficacy and academic outcomes
(e.g., Multon et al., 1991). Despite multiple studies showing clear associations between these
variables, there are few published studies that explore the association between them in one
model.
A literature search has only found published studies that explore the relation between
bully roles, self-perceptions, and academic achievement for victims, but not for other bullying
roles. Even so, these studies tend to explore self-efficacy in one domain or for overall selfefficacy and fail to explore how different self-efficacy beliefs are related and mediate the relation
between victimization and academic achievement. This can lead to significant limitations in the
research to collectively examine other participant roles and self-efficacy domains, thus
emphasizing the necessity for the current study.
Victimization Experience, Self-Efficacy, and Academic Outcomes

Various studies have explored how self-perceptions, such as self-efficacy and selfesteem, have mediated the relation between victimization and indices of social-emotional
adjustment (e.g., Barchia & Bussey, 2010). More research has begun to explore this relation in
predicting academic achievement. Researchers have conceptualized and drawn similar
conclusions such that victimization experiences lead to heightened distress, including negative
self-perceptions and self-efficacy, which in turn has a negative impact on measures of academic
success (e.g., Espinoza, Gonzales, & Fuligni, 2013).
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Thijs and Verkuyten (2008) studied the mediational model in a sample of 6th-grade
students from the Netherlands. Their model conceptualized that peer victimization would lead to
negative academic self-efficacy, potentially through negative global self-esteem or depressed
affect. This relation between victimization and academic self-efficacy would in turn influence
relative and absolute achievement. Self-reports were collected on victimization, academic selfefficacy, and global self-esteem; academic success was measured through student grades and
measures on a national achievement assessment. As expected, students who experienced
victimization frequently had negative achievement outcomes for class-based achievement (GPA)
and absolute achievement (national achievement assessments). The negative associations
between victimization experiences and achievement were mediated by academic self-efficacy,
independent of global self-esteem and depressed affect. As a result, individuals who had higher
rates of victimization considered themselves less academically competent, which influenced their
relative and absolute achievement.
Flook, Repetti, and Ullman (2005) evaluated this mediated association for individuals
who experienced a related concept to victimization: peer rejection. They explored whether
experiencing peer rejection was related to academic performance with academic self-efficacy
and internalizing symptoms as mediating factors. They evaluated 248 students longitudinally
from 4th-grade to 6th-grade using standardized measures of grades in reading and math and
teacher reports of peer acceptance and self-reports of academic self-efficacy.
Path analysis supported the link between problematic peer relations and academic
performance. In this sample, individuals lacking acceptance by peers demonstrated poorer
academic outcomes across multiple teacher informants across years. Academic self-concept and
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internalizing symptoms mediated this relation. Similar to Thijs and Verkuyten (2008), selfefficacy was a unique predictor in school outcomes independent of internalizing problems.
However, Flook et al. (2005) found depressed affect to also contribute unique effects on
academic achievements. These contradicting results are potentially due to Flook and colleagues’
(2005) use of a more global measure of internalizing problems, whereas Thijs and Verkuyten
(2008) used more specific conceptualization of depression. Additionally, differences in
measurement of peer experiences by victimization or peer rejection can account for differences
in results. Overall, longitudinal analysis in Flook et al. (2005) found that lack of peer acceptance
in 4th-grade led to lower academic self-concept and more internalizing symptoms which in turn
predicted academic performance in 6th-grade.
Other studies have explored the mediational effects of other forms of self-perception. A
study by Lopez and DuBois (2005) explored the mediation effects of self-esteem and other areas
of functioning. Using structural equation modeling, this study differentiated between peer
victimization and peer rejection. A sample of 508 middle school students completed self-reports
and school-wide grade point averages and absences were collected from school records. The
model found that peer victimization and peer rejection were moderately related; however, they
independently contributed to adjustment difficulties. Self-esteem mediated this relation,
suggesting that experiences of victimization and rejection have a negative impact on evaluations
of the self to account for differences in functioning, including academics. Even when self-esteem
was excluded in the model, peer victimization and peer rejection were still associated with
adjustment problems, suggesting that peer victimization and peer rejection influence adjustment
difficulties regardless of self-esteem. When examining gender differences, the indirect effects of
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peer victimization and rejection on emotional adjustment through self-esteem were only evident
for girls. This study highlights how victimization and its related concept of peer rejection is
associated with various indices of adjustment partially due to negative self-perceptions and that
this mediated association is evident in females.
Jenkins and Demaray (2015) explored how academic self-concept, rather than selfefficacy, mediated the relation between victimization experience and academic achievement. In
the study, 140 middle school students were evaluated using self-reports and school records (e.g.,
GPA). Structural equation modeling was employed and a mediation model was supported. In the
study, lower academic self-concept explained the association between victimization experience
and lower academic achievement. They also explored gender differences, with the indirect effect
of academic self-concept significant for girls but not boys, similar to Lopez and DuBois (2005).
While a study by Rueger and Jenkins (2014) found significant gender differences in the
individual variables only, the study by Jenkins and Demaray (2015) found significant gender
differences in the mediational model. Overall, Jenkins and Demaray (2015) support the need to
include gender as an important variable on the mediational relations between victimization, selfperceptions, and achievement.
A majority of the studies presented have used cross-sectional data; however, this model
has been supported using longitudinal data as well. A longitudinal study explored the relation
between victimization experience, adjustment, and school functioning by exploring selfperceived harassment. Juvonen, Nishina, and Graham (2000) evaluated whether self-perceived
harassment predicted psychological adjustment (e.g., loneliness, depression, and self-worth) and
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school outcomes (GPA and attendance). This study explored an ethnically diverse sample of
middle school students through self-reports, teacher reports, and school records.
Structural equation modeling explored mediation concurrently and longitudinally.
Overall, they found that victimization experience was moderately stable. Concurrent perceptions,
rather than previous or chronic victimization experiences, predicted feelings of loneliness and
low self-worth. They found that lower achievement outcomes are consequences, rather than
causes, of victimization experience in that changes in victimization experiences, self-worth, and
loneliness across a one-year period predicted GPA, absenteeism, and teacher-rated social
adjustment. They posited that experiences of victimization result in psychological difficulties
that in turn lead to lower academic achievement.
The frequency of victimization experience can impact the mediational model as well.
Rueger and Jenkins (2014) used a sample of 7th- and 8th-grade students to explore how the
frequency of victimization can impact academic achievement (attitude to school, attendance,
GPA) with psychological adjustment (e.g., anxiety, depression, and self-esteem) as a mediator.
They used a series of self-report questionnaires and school records to evaluate these constructs.
Several gender differences were found: boys reported more verbal and physical victimization
experience and girls reported more relational victimization experience. Additionally, girls
reported more internalizing distress with lower anxiety, depression, and lower self-esteem.
Despite elevated internalizing distress, girls reported more positive attitude to school and higher
GPA; there was no significant difference in attendance. Gender differences were also found in
the relation between victimization experience and adjustment, with girls reporting significantly
more anxiety and academic maladjustment in response to victimization experience.
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Despite finding significant gender differences in measures of victimization experience,
adjustment, and academics, tests of mediation found no gender differences in the indirect effects
of peer victimization experience on academic adjustment. For both boys and girls, peer
victimization experience had a negative association with anxiety, self-esteem, and depression as
well as school attitudes, attendance, and grades. The actual frequency of victimization
experience impacted academic adjustment indirectly through psychological adjustment, aligned
with previous studies (e.g., Juvonen et al., 2000). It extends past research by establishing how
multiple types of victimization (e.g., verbal, physical, and relational) impact academic
functioning through psychological adjustment, including self-esteem.
Only one known study has explored social self-efficacy in relation to the association
between victimization and academic performance. A study by Raskaukas, Rubiano, Offen, and
Wayland (2015) explored how social self-efficacy may act as a mediator or moderator in the
relation between peer victimization and academic performance by testing both models. They
recognized that academic self-efficacy has been shown to mediate the relationship between
victimization and achievement, but social self-efficacy has not been explored. They hypothesized
that social self-efficacy can mediate the relation between victimization and academic
achievement. Additionally, since not all students exposed to victimization report lower academic
performance, these researchers explored the potential moderation effects of social self-efficacy in
an attempt to identify factors that may protect students from negative academic effects. They
hypothesized that social self-efficacy may moderate the relation between victimization
experience and academic achievement because students who have high social self-efficacy may

66
perceive they can elicit help when needed and that positive social expectations can help maintain
self-esteem.
The study evaluated 231 middle school students in 7th- and 8th-grade. Academic
performance was measured by GPA and all other measures were assessed through self-reports.
The study found that social self-efficacy and overall self-esteem were related to academic
performance. In the study, the moderated model was supported in that self-esteem and social
self-efficacy interacted to moderate the relation between victimization and academic
performance but not for depression. When examining mediation, social self-efficacy and selfesteem partially mediated the relation between peer victimization and academic performance.
This mediational model was only significant for academic outcomes and not depression. Overall,
Raskaukas et al. (2015) suggest that self-efficacy can potentially act as a moderator between
victimization and academic performance; however, a mediational model was also supported. As
a result, further analyses should be conducted to parse out how social self-efficacy relates to the
association between victimization and academic performance.
Overall, the published literature has only explored how the association between
victimization experience and academic achievement is mediated by self-efficacy and other selfperceptions; no current studies have explored other bullying roles. The research indicates that
victimization experience leads to negative self-perceptions which in turn have a negative impact
on measures of academic success (Thijs & Verkuyten, 2008). This mediation model has been
found for multiple conceptualizations of victimization experience, including harassment
(Juvonen et al., 2000) and peer rejection (Flook et al., 2005), as well as multiple aspects of selfperceptions, including self-efficacy (Flook et al., 20005), self-concept (Jenkins & Demaray,
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2015), and self-esteem (Lopez & DuBois, 2005). Each of these studies found that victimization,
or other constructs, was negatively related to academic achievement through negative selfperceptions. These studies highlight how it is important to explore how gender may interact with
this mediated model, as some studies have shown gender differences (Rueger & Jenkins, 2014)
and others have shown no significant gender differences (Jenkins & Demaray, 2015).
Summary

In sum, research on bullying role behaviors, self-efficacy, and academics, as well as the
relation among these constructs, has been explored within the literature. Multiple studies have
evaluated the prevalence and stability of bullying roles behaviors over time (e.g., Salmivalli,
1999). These bullying role behaviors are associated with academic outcomes differentially;
however, most bullying role behaviors have not been explored extensively (e.g., Ma et al., 2009;
Nakamoto & Schwartz, 2010). Some studies have evaluated how specific types of bullying role
behaviors are related to self-efficacy, including bystander behaviors (e.g., Salmivalli et al.,
1998). Additionally, a plethora of studies have supported the association between self-efficacy,
specifically academic self-efficacy, and academic success using the expectancy-value model
(e.g., Wigfield & Eccles, 2000). Overall, there is evidence for individual direct associations
among variables in the current proposed model; however, very few studies have explored the
mediation model comprehensively. Only victimization experience has been evaluated in a
mediation model, with studies supporting that academic self-efficacy, or other self-perceptions,
mediate the relation between victimization experience and academic performance (e.g., Flook et
al., 2005); only one study explored social self-efficacy as a mediator (Raskaukas et al., 2015).
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There is a clear need for the current study to combine all relevant constructs in one mediation
model (bullying role behaviors, social self-efficacy, academic self-efficacy, and academic
achievement) to comprehensively understand how various behaviors in bullying situations may
relate to self-perceptions and subsequently academic performance.
Current Study

The purpose of the current study was to add to the existing bullying role behavior
literature by investigating the relations among bully participant role behaviors, self-efficacy
beliefs, and GPA. This project investigated the mediational effect of social and academic selfefficacy on the relation between bullying role behaviors and GPA.
The mediation models were evaluated separately by gender to understand this effect in
males and females separately. There have been previous studies that have shown some
differences in prevalence rates for males and females (Pellegrini & Long, 2002). While this
provides some justification to explore gender as an important variable, it does not necessarily
provide information for hypotheses based on the level of bullying role behaviors that occur. As a
result, the influence of gender was exploratory in nature as no specific hypotheses were
developed for how gender may act as a moderating variable. Each main research question split
by gender provides information on how this effect may differ for males and females. In other
words, does social and academic self-efficacy explain the association between bully participant
role behaviors and GPA in males and females?
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Main Research Questions and Predictions

1. Is the relation between bullying behavior and GPA mediated sequentially by social and
academic self-efficacy for females? For males?
Bullying behavior has been both positively and negatively associated with social selfefficacy beliefs. While some studies have found that bullying behavior, or other aggressive
behaviors, are associated with overall lower self-efficacy (e.g., Kokkinos & Kipritsi, 2012;
Marsh et al., 2001), other studies have found that bullying behavior aligns with self-concept
profiles that are high in social self-concept (Salmivalli, 1998). For academic self-efficacy,
bullying behavior was associated with lower academic self-efficacy (Andreou & Metallidou,
2004). It was predicted that engaging in bullying behavior would be associated with more
negative social and academic self-efficacy beliefs.
Studies have found that bullying behavior is associated with lower GPA based on
longitudinal (Ma et al., 2009) and cross-sectional data (Glew et al., 2005) supporting that
bullying behavior is associated with lower academic competence and performance (e.g., Nansel
et al., 2001). Overall, it was predicted that bullying behavior would be associated with lower
academic achievement through lower perceived social and academic self-efficacy, respectively
(Wigfield & Eccles, 2000).
There is some research to suggest gender differences in bullying behavior, with more
bullying behavior associated with boys than girls (Pellegrini & Long, 2002). While males are
more likely to engage in physical aggression (e.g., Wang et al., 2012), bullying behavior
involving relational aggression is more prevalent in females than males (Crick & Grotpeter,
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1995). As a result, bullying behavior was evaluated separately for males and females to explore
if this mediational effect holds for males and females.
Predictions: Bullying behavior was predicted to be negatively associated with social selfefficacy such that more bullying behavior would be associated with less academic and social
self-efficacy. Social self-efficacy was hypothesized to be positively associated with academic
self-efficacy. It was predicted that academic and social self-efficacy would be positively
associated with academic success such that lower academic and social self-efficacy was
predicted to be associated with lower GPA. Finally, the direct effect of bullying behavior on
GPA was predicted to be negative such that more bullying behavior would be directly associated
with lower GPA. These predictions were evaluated for males and females separately to explore if
this effect holds across gender. Overall, the mediated model was hypothesized such that the
association between bullying behavior and GPA was mediated through perceptions of social and
academic self-efficacy respectively.
2. Is the relation between victimization experience and GPA mediated sequentially by social
and academic self-efficacy for females? For males?
Victimization experience has been associated with negative self-perceptions. Individuals
who experience victimization tend to have negative self-efficacy across many domains, including
social self-efficacy (Salmivalli, 1998) and academic self-efficacy (Andreou & Metallidou, 2004).
The association between victimization experience and other related constructs, such as selfconcept (Marsh et al., 2001) and self-esteem (Fredstrom et al., 2011), underscore how
victimization experiences lead to negative self-perceptions. Therefore, it was hypothesized that
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higher rates of victimization experiences would lead to negative social and academic selfefficacy, respectively.
Victimization experiences are negatively correlated with academic performance,
including GPA, according to numerous published studies (e.g., Nakamoto & Schwartz, 2010).
Research has explored whether victimization experiences occur before (Schwartz et al., 2005) or
as a result of poor academic performance (Luciano & Savage, 2007). However, since most
longitudinal research supports that reports of victimization experience are predictors for future
academic performance (e.g., Schwartz et al., 2005), it was hypothesized that higher rates of
victimization experiences would be associated with lower GPA.
There have been some studies that have established a mediated association between
victimization experiences and academic success. The mediated model has been investigated
using various indices of self-perception, including self-concept and self-esteem (Jenkins &
Demaray, 2015; Lopez & DuBois, 2005). Studies have found that experiencing victimization
leads to negative academic achievement through academic self-efficacy (Thijs & Verkuyten,
2008). Some studies have found that there are gender differences in victimization experiences;
however, gender did not moderate the mediational relation in some studies (Rueger & Jenkins,
2014) while other studies have found gender as a significant moderator (Jenkins & Demaray,
2015).
Most studies have not found significant gender differences in prevalence of victimization
experiences between boys and girls (Demaray et al., 2014; Salmivalli et al., 1998) while others
have found these differences (Paquette & Underwood, 1999). As a result, there were no explicit
predictions based on gender differences in victimization experiences; however, the mediational
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model was evaluated separately for males and females to evaluate if this effect was evident in
males and females.
Predictions: First, social self-efficacy would be negatively associated with victimization
experiences. Additionally, social and academic self-efficacy were predicted to be negatively
associated with victimization experiences such that higher reports of victimization experience
would be associated with less academic and social self-efficacy. Social self-efficacy and
academic self-efficacy were anticipated to be significantly positively related. Social and
academic self-efficacy would be positively associated with GPA such that lower academic and
social self-efficacy were predicted to be associated with lower GPA. It was also predicted that
victimization would be negatively associated with academic success. These predictions were
evaluated for males and females to explore if this effect holds across gender. Overall, the
mediated model was hypothesized such that the association between victimization experiences
and academic success would be explained through social and academic self-efficacy as
sequential mediating factors.
3. Is the relation between defending behavior and GPA mediated sequentially by social and
academic self-efficacy for females? For males?
Defending behaviors were expected to be positively associated with social and academic
self-efficacy. In studies on self-perceptions and bullying roles, individuals who engage in
defending behaviors have high self-efficacy to engage in direct and indirect defending behaviors
(Pronk et al., 2013) as well as for assertiveness skills (Andreou & Metallidou, 2004).
Additionally, defending behavior has been associated with academic self-efficacy, but only for
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girls (Andreou & Metallidou, 2004). As a result, it was anticipated that defending behaviors
would be positively associated with social and academic self-efficacy.
There is no known research on the association between defending behavior and academic
indices or the potential mediation that social or academic self-efficacy can have. However,
because defending behaviors are associated with high self-efficacy beliefs, and high self-efficacy
beliefs are associated with academic success (Wigfield & Eccles, 2000), it was anticipated that
defending behavior would have a positive association with GPA such that more defending
behaviors would be associated with higher GPA.
Defending behaviors show some variability across developmental age and gender. First,
studies have shown that young children engage in more active defending behavior, with females
showing more stability over time (Salmivalli et al., 1998). Additionally, girls engage in more
active defending behavior compared to males (Trach et al., 2010). There is no known research
that directly explores the relation between gender differences and GPA and if this relation is
moderated by gender. The mediational model was evaluated separately for males and females to
evaluate if this effect is evident in males and females.
Predictions: It was predicted that both social and academic self-efficacy would be
positively associated with defending behavior such that more defending behavior would be
associated with more social and academic self-efficacy. Academic and social self-efficacy would
be positively associated. Furthermore, it was predicted that both academic and social selfefficacy would be positively associated such that higher academic and social self-efficacy were
predicted to be associated with higher GPA. It was hypothesized that defending behavior would
be positively associated with GPA. These predictions were evaluated for males and females
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separately to explore if this effect holds across gender. Overall, the mediated model was
hypothesized such that the indirect association between defending behavior and GPA would be
significant and mediated sequentially through social and academic self-efficacy, respectively.
4. Is the relation between assisting behavior and GPA mediated sequentially by social and
academic self-efficacy for females? For males?
Overall, the outcomes for assisting behaviors are similar to that of bullying behavior
because they encourage and support aggressive behaviors. Assistant behaviors have found some
differential associations with self-efficacy. Salmivalli and colleagues (1998) found that
individuals classified as assistants had similar self-perception profiles compared to those
classified as bullies. Whereas some of the individuals who were classified as assistants perceived
themselves high on social and physical self-concept, other assistants perceived negative
perceptions across multiple domains of competency, including social self-concept (Salmivalli et
al., 1998). When looking specifically at academic self-efficacy, Andreou and Metallidou (2004)
found that classified assistants and reinforcers for the bully reported more negative academic
self-efficacy. As a result, it was predicted that assisting behavior would have negative
associations with social and academic self-perceptions.
There has been no known research on the association between assistants and academic
indices or the potential mediation that social or academic self-efficacy can have. However,
because assistants have been associated with more negative self-perceptions, and negative selfperceptions are negatively associated with academic success (Wigfield & Eccles, 2000), it was
anticipated that assistants would have a negative association with academic success such that
more assisting behaviors would be associated with lower academic success.
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There are limited published studies on the prevalence of assistant behaviors over time.
Some research has supported gender differences in assistant or reinforcer behaviors such that
boys were more likely to support bullies than females (Pellegrini & Long, 2002). As a result, the
mediation model was separated by gender to determine if this effect holds across males and
females.
Predictions: First, social and academic self-efficacy were predicted to be negatively
associated with assisting behavior such that more assisting behavior would be associated with
less social and self-efficacy. Academic and social self-efficacy were predicted to be positively
associated with GPA such that lower social and academic self-efficacy were predicted to be
associated with lower GPA. It was predicted that assisting behavior would be negatively
associated with GPA. This mediation effect was explored separately for males and females.
Overall, the mediated model was hypothesized such that the indirect association between
assisting behavior and GPA would be explained through the serial mediation of social and
academic self-efficacy respectively.
Exploratory Analyses



Is the relation between outsider behavior and GPA mediated sequentially by social and
academic self-efficacy for females? For males?
Outsider behaviors are the least researched bystander role and therefore many predictions

are exploratory. Individuals who engage in outsider behaviors tend to be females (Trach et al.,
2010). As a result, the mediator model was explored separately for males and females to
determine if the effect holds across gender.
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Furthermore, it is known that outsider behaviors are associated with positive self-efficacy
for some social behaviors, such as indirect self-efficacy (Pronk et al., 2013), but low self-efficacy
for more active defending (Gini et al., 2008). Individuals who engage in passive bystander
behaviors may not have a high self-efficacy for overall defending behaviors and may not believe
that interfering can reduce bullying (Gini et al., 2008). When examining academic self-efficacy,
it was predicted that outsider behavior would not be significantly associated with academic selfefficacy (Andreou & Metallidou, 2004).
Since there is little research on outsider behaviors, it was difficult to hypothesize the
outcomes of a mediational model. As a result, the findings are largely exploratory in nature due
to the differential reasons why individuals chose to ignore bullying and the lack of significant
findings in current studies (e.g., Andreou & Metallidou, 2004). However, since research has
established that individuals who engage in outsider behavior also engage in some defending
behaviors, usually for friends or in more indirect ways (Pronk et al., 2013), outsider behaviors
were anticipated to potentially have similar results to defending behaviors.

CHAPTER 3
METHODOLOGY

Participants

Existing data from a suburban middle school were used in the current study. The school
had 401 seventh-grade students enrolled at any point throughout the year. Due to absences when
data was collected and attrition during the school year (e.g., moving or placement changes), 348
students (87%) participated in completing the survey.
The school consisted of 7th- and 8th-grade students; however, data were only collected on
students in 7th-grade due to logistical constraints in the data collection process. Including only
7th-graders provided a unique sample. Various research has indicated that the transition to middle
school provides a unique academic and social context for studying bullying behaviors and selfefficacy. For example, students experience changes in academic expectations and evaluations as
well as social networks (Schunk & Pajares, 2002). Evaluating only 7th-grade students provided
an opportunity to evaluate students who transitioned to middle school eight months prior. Table
1 provides information on demographic data for the sample and total 7th-grade school population.
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Table 1
Sample and School Population Information
Demographic Information
Gender
Male
Female
Missing Data
Special Education (Disability)
General Education
Special Education
Missing Data
ELL Status
Not ELL Identified
ELL Identified
Missing Data
Free/Reduced Lunch Status
Not Identified
Identified
Missing Data
Ethnicity
White
Hispanic/Latino
Black
Asian/Pacific Islander
Native American
Missing Data

7th-Grade Population
N
%

N

Sample
%

168
179
1

48.28
51.44
0.29

193
201
7

48.13
50.12
1.75

304
43
1

87.36
12.36
0.29

341
60
--

85.04
14.96
--

290
57
1

83.33
16.38
0.29

332
62
7

82.79
15.46
1.75

94
253
1

27.01
72.70
0.29

103
291
7

25.69
72.57
1.75

76
221
16
23
2
10

21.84
63.51
4.60
6.61
0.57
2.87

87
253
17
24
2
18

21.70
63.09
4.24
5.99
0.50
4.49
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The sample population was equally distributed for males (n = 168, 48%) and females
(n = 179, 51%). Students in general education (n = 304, 88%) and special education (n = 43,
12%) completed the survey. This population consisted of several students receiving English
language learning supports (ELL, n = 57, 16%), with some of these students identified as both
ELL and receiving special education (n = 23, 7%). The current study assessed students from
diverse backgrounds with 22% White (n = 76), 64% Hispanic (n = 221), 5% Black (n = 16), 7%
Asian (n = 23), 0.6% American Indian (n = 2) and 3% identified as multiple ethnicities (n = 9).
In this sample, 73% identified as eligible for free or reduced lunch (n = 253).
This school was unique compared to other schools in the district and surrounding areas.
First, this school has been involved with positive behavioral intervention systems (PBIS) to
provide instruction and interventions relating to social-emotional and behavioral concerns for 12
years. The school has various tiers, or levels, of support to provide various degrees of services
including school-wide lessons as well as research-based interventions (e.g., Check-In Check-Out
and adult mentoring) for students with more severe concerns requiring supplemental support.
Although these interventions were in place, there were concerns with consistency and
implementation, specifically for teaching school-wide expectations and behaviors.
Despite the various supports, the school displayed significant concerns with behavior, as
evidenced by high office discipline referral (ODR) rates. Office discipline referrals (ODR) can
be used to evaluate whether students are aligning to school-wide expectations of safety, respect,
and responsibility as outlined in the PBIS program. Student ODR rates in this sample ranged
from 0 to 25 ODR. In this sample, 40 students (11.5%) received 1 ODR, 48 (13.8%) received 2
to 5 ODR, 17 (4.9%) received 6 to 10 ODR, and 5 (1.4) received more than 11 ODR within the
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school year. School personnel stated the most common referral related to disruptive or
disrespectful behavior.
The demographics, as outlined earlier, were unique compared to other schools in the
surrounding area. The school evaluated in the current study has high diversity rates and students
identified as ELL. Furthermore, this school consists of a large percentage (73%) of students who
were eligible for free or reduced lunch, an indicator of social economic status. As a result, socialeconomic status (e.g., free/reduced lunch), English proficiency (e.g., ELL status), and disability
status (e.g., special education) were all considered as covariates to account for variation in the
main variables due to demographics.
Measures

Bullying Participant Behavior Questionnaire

Bullying roles were measured using the Bullying Participant Behavior Questionnaire
(BPBQ; Summers & Demaray, 2008). This measure intends to analyze adolescents’ behaviors
associated with five different participant roles: bully, victim, defender of the victim, assistant to
the bully, and outsider based on the literature of Salmivalli and colleagues (e.g., Salmivalli et al.,
1996). This measure was developed in the United States and thus far has only been administered
and evaluated using samples from the United States.
The BPBQ is a 50-item self-report questionnaire that measures the behaviors of five
bullying roles. The behaviors included in the BPBQ are: bully (e.g., “I have made fun of another
student”), assistant to the bully (e.g., “I have made fun of someone when they were pushed,
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punched, or slapped”), victim (e.g., “I have been purposely left out of something”), defender of
the victim (e.g., “I have defended someone who had things purposely taken from them”), and
outsider (e.g., “I pretended not to notice when someone else tripped another student on
purpose”). The Bully subscale assessed the frequency of bullying behaviors including physical,
verbal, and relational aggressive behaviors. The Assistant subscale assessed the “willingness to
encourage, join in, or aid a bully in bullying others,” such that it assessed an individual’s
engagement in aggressive or supportive actions aligned with bullying (Demaray et al., 2014, p.
8). The Victim subscale related to behaviors in which an individual was the target of bullying
behaviors. The Defender subscale evaluated the extent to which an individual engaged in
supportive behaviors towards the victim. Finally, the Outsider subscale evaluated behaviors
ignoring bullying actions. Each subscale consisted of 10 items.
Participants respond to a series of items using a 5-point Likert-type scale in regards to the
frequency in which they engaged in or experienced a behavior within the last 30 days (0= never,
1= 1-2 times, 2= 3 to 4 times, 3= 5 to 6 times, 4= 7 or more times). Frequency of behaviors is
evaluated by a sum of all 10 items on a subscale. On all subscales, higher sum scores indicate
more frequency engagement of behaviors aligned with that participant role.
The BPBQ was originally developed as the Bully Participant Role Survey (BPRS);
however, it was changed to reflect the assessment on the behaviors of the bullying roles. There
have been some revisions to the BPBQ prior to the measure administered in the current study.
The BPBQ was initially developed and tested on a sample of middle school students, revealing
five factors (Bully, Assistant to the Bully, Victim, Defender, and Outsider). The BPBQ was
refined and four factors were obtained in another sample of middle school students (Bully,
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Victim, Defender of the Victim, and Outsider); this revision found that the items intended to
assess assisting and bullying behaviors loaded onto the same factor. Thus, for the current
measure, additional revisions were conducted and items were deleted that loaded the least onto
each factor (Demaray et al., 2014). Currently, there are two published studies that have included
the revised version of the BPBQ (Demaray et al., 2014; Jenkins, Demaray, Fredrick, & Summer,
2016)
Factor analyses for the BPBQ were conducted on a sample of 801 6th- through 8th-grade
students from a suburban middle school in the Midwest. In this sample, approximately 49% were
male and 51% were female. This sample was primarily White (81%), consisted of 15.5%
receiving free or reduced lunch, and only 0.6% were identified as limited in English proficiency.
Researchers conducted a principal component factor analysis (PCA) using an oblique
(Promax) rotation because the factors were believed to be related. When forcing a five-factor
structure, the final factor analysis accounted for 60% of the variance. The strongest factor
consisted of the outsider with defender, victim, assistant to the bully, and bully items following
in order. Overall, alpha coefficients for the five factors ranged from .88 to .94. There were no
items that were cross-loaded above an alpha of .38. A confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) was
therefore conducted. The model fit reasonably well, with all indices below the cut-off (e.g.,
RMSEA, CFI) when accounting for covariances in the model.
Reliability measures were conducted on these 50 items by dividing the total sample (N=
801) to two samples (n= 393 and n= 408). There was evidence of high internal consistency for
the Bully subscale (α= .88), Assistant subscale (α= .92), Victim subscale (α= .94), Defender
subscale (α= .94) and Outsider subscale (α= .94). Correlations between item to subscale total
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scored were moderate to high and significant ranging from .51 (Bully subscale) to .85 (Assistant,
Victim, Defender and Outsider subscales).
Construct validity was supported through correlations among the BPBQ subscales. The
BPBQ subscales were significantly related in the hypothesized pattern. The correlation between
the Bully and Assistant subscales were large (r= .60). Moderate correlations were found between
the Bully and Victim subscales (r= .32) and the Victim and Defender subscales (r= .41). Small
correlations were found between the Assistant and Victim subscales (r= .19), Outsider and
Victim subscales (r= .25), and the Outsider and Defender subscales (r= .21).
Using a Bonferroni correction, correlations between the BPBQ and relevant concordant,
convergent, and divergent validity were evaluated. The BPBQ was compared to ratings on the
Behavior Assessment System for Children, Second Edition (BASC-2), a measure of socialemotional adjustment. The Bully and Assistant scores were significantly related to several
subscales: Attitude to School, Attitude to Teachers, Depression, Relations with Parents and SelfEsteem (Bully score only). The Victim subscale was significantly correlated with all of the
BASC-2 subscales. The Bully, Assistant, and Victim subscales were positively associated with
maladaptive scales and negatively with adaptive scales. Unexpectedly, the Defender subscale
was positively associated with Anxiety and Depression and negatively related to some adaptive
skills (Interpersonal Relations and Self-Esteem). While no predictions were made, the Outsider
scale was positively related to Attitude to Teachers and Depression and negatively related to
Interpersonal Relations and Self-Esteem.
The Social Skills Rating System (SSRS) found a similar pattern of results. The Bully and
Assistant scores were negatively correlated with the Cooperation, Empathy, and Self-Control
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scales. The Victim subscale was negatively associated with all of the SSRS subscales. The
Defender score was not associated with any of the SSRS subscales. Finally, the Outsider
subscale was negatively associated with Cooperation and Empathy.
Convergent validity was supported by comparing the BPBQ to an unpublished
victimization scale. All of the subscale scores and the victimization scale were significantly
positively associated, ranging from small to large correlations. Aligned with expectations, the
BPBQ Victim scale and the victimization measure had the largest correlation (.57).
Self-Efficacy Questionnaire for Children

The Self-Efficacy Questionnaire for Children (SEQ-C; Murris, 2001) is a 24-item
questionnaire of self-efficacy. This questionnaire assesses three domains of self-efficacy: social
(e.g., capability for peer relationships and assertiveness skills), academic (e.g., capability to
manage learning behavior, master academic subjects, and meet academic expectations), and
emotional (e.g., capability to cope with negative emotions). An overall self-efficacy score is also
included that provides overall perceived capabilities across these three domains. The SEQ is
intended for use on children and adolescents.
Participants respond to questions on how well they engage in behaviors using a 5-point
Likert-type scale from 1 (not at all) to 5 (very well). The questionnaire contains eight questions
assessing social self-efficacy (e.g., “How well can you tell other children they are doing
something that you don’t like?”), academic self-efficacy (e.g., “How well do you succeed in
passing all subjects?”), and emotional self-efficacy (e.g., “How well can you control your
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feelings?”). Subscale scores for each domain are derived by summing the ratings within each
domain. An overall self-efficacy score is created by summing all domain scores.
The SEQ-C was evaluated for reliability and validity across several studies. The first
evaluation of this measure was conducted by Murris (2001) on a sample of 230 children between
the ages of 14 and 17 years (M= 15.3 years) in the Netherlands. An exploratory factor analysis
was conducted and three factors were found that accounted for 53.3% of the variance. Only three
items did not load substantially on their hypothesized factors.
Internal consistency reliability for the SEQ-C was satisfactory when explored by Murris
(2001). For the total self-efficacy, Cronbach’s α was .88 and the subscale scores were between
.85 and .88. The SEQ-C subscales were significantly intercorrelated. Emotional self-efficacy was
significantly correlated with social self-efficacy (.40) and academic self-efficacy (.40).
Correlations between academic and social self-efficacy were significant; however, the
correlations were weaker (.17). This suggests that self-efficacy can covary across the three
domains. There were no identified analyses on test-retest reliability.
Convergent validity has been examined for both depression and anxiety. Murris (2001)
analyzed convergent validity using the same sample. The literature has supported a negative
relation between self-efficacy and depression (e.g., Bandura et al., 1996). Due to skewed data on
the Children’s Depression Inventory (CDI), cut-off scores were used to analyze individuals
significantly low or high on the depression scale. An ANOVA supported that children in the high
depression group reported significantly lower overall self-efficacy scores than children in the low
depression group.
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Suldo and Schaffer (2007) were the first to explore the utility of the SEQ-C in samples
from the United States. This study evaluated psychometric properties in two samples. The first
sample consisted of 697 students from three middle schools and two high schools in a rural
school district. This sample was predominantly African American (58%) and Caucasian (36%)
with 57% identified to receive free or reduced lunch. Only minor modifications were made to
align more with American language (e.g., “suppressing” was replaced with “hold back”).
Correlations between subscales were significant and positive (range= .46 to .49). All
items loaded adequately (i.e., > .30) on their intended factor. Only two items (3 and 10) loaded
above .30 on other scales, suggesting they were not pure indicators of a factor. When using a 19item solution, internal consistencies for each subscale were adequate for the Academic (α= .82),
Emotional (α= .79), and Social subscales (α= .73).
Scores for boys and girls were statistically similar for academic and social self-efficacy.
Boys reported higher emotional self-efficacy than girls. Age had only a small positive
association with social self-efficacy only.
Criterion-related validity was evaluated by comparing the SEQ-C to scores on the
Student’s Life Satisfactions Scale (SLSS; Huebner, 1991), a measure of satisfaction adolescents
have with their life overall, as well as the Youth Self Report of the Child Behavior Checklist
(YSR; Achenbach & Rescorla, 2001), including only measures of internalizing and externalizing
behaviors. Overall, global life satisfaction was moderately positively correlated with selfefficacy. Social self-efficacy was not associated with externalizing behaviors. There was,
however, a small negative correlation between the Social Self-Efficacy subscale and
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Internalizing scales. Emotional and academic self-efficacy were negatively associated with
externalizing and internalizing behaviors.
A follow-up study was conducted on 318 students from one high school in a rural public
school (Suldo & Shaffer, 2007). The sample consisted of 70% Caucasian, 9% African American,
8% Asian American, 8% Hispanic and 5% other ethnicities. The sample consisted of mostly
female (68%) and only 20% reported receiving free or reduced lunch. Again, the sample
confirmed the three-factor structure, accounting for 99.31% of the variance. The factor pattern
structure aligned with the original SEQ-C studies. Interfactor correlations ranged from .41 to .44.
Similar to the previous study, boys and girls had similar academic and social self-efficacy;
however, boys reported higher emotional self-efficacy than girls. Age was unrelated to emotional
and social self-efficacy. Academic self-efficacy was inversely related to age.
Criterion validity was evaluated with scores on updated versions of the Multidimensional
Students’ Life Satisfaction Scale (MSLSS; Huebner, 1994) and the Youth Self Report of the
Child Behavior Checklist (YSR; Achenbach & Rescorla, 2001). For school satisfaction,
academic self-efficacy had a large correlation. Correlations with family and living environment
were moderate. Moderate correlations were found between emotional self-efficacy and measures
of satisfaction (self, school, and family). Social self-efficacy was moderately associated with
satisfaction with self and friends.
For measures of psychopathology, emotional self-efficacy had large correlations with
internalizing problems. Social self-efficacy was related to affective and anxiety problems, but
this relationship was small. Academic self-efficacy was most strongly related to externalizing
problems (e.g., conduct problems) and moderately correlated with affective problems.
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This high school population from Suldo and Shaffer’s (2007) study added an additional
criterion validity assessment: academic achievement (GPA). Only academic achievement was
associated with academic self-efficacy. Social and emotional self-efficacy were unrelated to
measures of academic achievement.
The SEQ-C has been cited in over 90 articles on an online database. The use of the SEQC originated in the Netherlands and across Europe but has been used in the United States. There
have been some adaptations to these scales including revisions for a high-school-only population
(Zullig, Teoli, & Valois, 2011) as well as translated in other languages (e.g., Persian; Habibi,
Tahmasian, & Ferrer-Wreder, 2014).
Grade Point Average

Grade point averages (GPA) are often used as indicators of school success. GPA is a
number from 0.0 to 4.0 that represents the average value of accumulated final grades earned over
the course of time. The final accumulated grades typically consist of scores on tests, quizzes,
homework and classwork assignments, and participation. Grades are given for every student
enrolled in a course including reading, writing, math, social studies, science, physical education,
fine arts (e.g., arts, technology), resource (ELL or special education), and interventions (e.g.,
Read 180, Double Math). Not all students are enrolled in every course; however, each student
was enrolled in core academic subjects (reading, writing, math, social studies, science) and
physical education.
GPAs were computed by averaging students’ grades across their classes. Scores are based
on a 4-point scale with A’s, B’s, C’s, D’s and F’s worth 4, 3, 2, 1, and 0 points respectively. As a
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result, students who have a 4.0 represent a student who earned all A’s in every course. Grade
point averages were collected for all students actively enrolled during the spring semester
through accessing school records. GPA consisted of students’ performance across the school
year and were determined based on every class the student was enrolled in due to limitations in
the existing dataset.
Covariates

Records data were collected from each student to identify covariates. Covariates were
included in the model to control for extraneous factors that may influence social self-efficacy or
GPA regardless of bullying role behavior. Previous research has found that students identified as
ELL (Ardasheva, Tretter, & Kinny, 2011) or students with lower socio-economic status
(free/reduced lunch; Pokropek, Borgonovi, & Jakubowski, 2015) tend to have lower grades and
experience less academic success compared to their counterparts. Additionally, students with a
learning disability, identified through special education services, are more likely to have lower
social and academic self-efficacy (Lackaye, Margalit, Ziv, & Ziman, 2006). As a result, ELL,
special education, and free/reduced lunch status were considered important covariates to control
for in the mediational models.
These records were collected through an online portal containing demographic
information for all students in the school. Specifically, students were coded as 1 if they were
identified as ELL, receiving special education services, or considered as having free/reduced
lunch status. Students were coded 0 if they did not qualify for these services for each identified
covariate separately.
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Procedures

A program evaluation was conducted in the spring of 2015 during the last week of
school. The evaluation was conducted to assess various aspects of students’ academic
achievement, behaviors within the school, social behaviors, and social-emotional functioning.
Approval was obtained from the district board and administrative staff at the junior high school.
A passive consent letter in English was also distributed to parents prior to the data collection and
all parents were given the option to withdraw permission. Two parents withdrew permission for
their children to participate. Students who were absent on the day of the survey were not required
to complete the questionnaire. As part of the evaluation, 7th-grade students completed two
surveys presented in English during their first period class consisting of approximately 25 to 30
students using a scantron. IRB approval was obtained for using extant data prior to analyses.
Scoring

All scantron responses were collected and analyzed. Demographic data and school
records were connected to individual students’ names through school identification numbers and
promptly removed. Each individual measure was scored based on scoring procedures within the
manual or previous research. Both measures scored individual items on the likert-type scale
assigning 0 to 4 points. The BPBQ and the SEQ-C scale scores were calculated by summing the
responses of individual items.
Missing data were calculated for each measure due to sum scores used in the analyses.
For each questionnaire item, the mean of all other scale items for the participant was imputed if
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only one question was omitted on a given scale. If more than one item on a scale was missing,
the sum variable was not calculated and considered missing. Only one student did not have a
GPA on record and that student’s data was considered missing. The number of students whose
mean was imputed for each variable as well as the number still considered missing is provided in
Table 2.

Table 2
Missing Data Information for All Variables
Variable
Bullying Behavior
Victimization Experiences
Defender Behavior
Assistant Behavior
Outsider Behavior
Social Self-Efficacy
Academic Self-Efficacy
GPA

No Missing Data
345
338
339
341
345
337
340
347

Measures using an
Imputed Mean
3
7
9
7
3
10
8
--

Incomplete Data
0
3
---1
-1
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Statistical Analyses

All main research questions utilized tests of mediation. Mediation can be used to
determine if a third variable, or variables, act as the mechanism through which the independent
variable is associated with a predictor variable (Preacher & Hayes, 2004). Analyses were
conducted using SPSS and the Hayes PROCESS macro. The Preacher and Hayes (2004)
bootstrapping technique was used to test a series of mediation models. Bootstrapping creates a
number of predetermined samples through random sampling with replacement and calculates the
indirect effect of each sample. For the current study, 5,000 samples were created. Bootstrapping
provides a distribution of the estimated effects for all the samples to determine whether the
indirect effect is significant. An effect is determined significant if the 95% confidence interval of
the estimated indirect effect does not include zero. When the confidence interval does not
include zero, the indirect effect is significantly different from zero at p < .05.
Each main research question explored a similar mediational relationship. Originally, the
proposed study suggested a use of Hayes’s Model 8 (Hayes, 2013), which evaluates mediators in
parallel and can include a moderating variable, gender. However, upon further reflection,
Hayes’s Model 6 (Hayes, 2013) provided a better analysis to align with theoretical orientation
that both social and academic self-efficacy are interrelated. As such, Model 6 was used in all
subsequent analyses. The serial multiple mediator model, Model 6, assumes a causal chain
among the mediators. The specified direction of causal flow is not empirically manipulated;
however, the direction of the association is based on theoretical underpinnings and previous
research. This model does not evaluate mediators in parallel; rather, the order in which the
variables are entered is important.
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The hypothesized models indicate that bullying role behaviors (X variable), including
Bullying Behavior, Assisting Behavior, Victimization Experiences, and Defending Behavior, are
significantly associated with GPA (Y variable). This relation is sequentially determined through
Social Self-Efficacy (M1) and Academic Self-Efficacy (M2), respectively. In each of these
models, bullying role behaviors are anticipated to first be associated with evaluations of social
competency, Social Self-Efficacy, which is related to other domains of self-perceptions, such as
Academic Self-Efficacy. It is through this hypothesized chain that various bullying role
behaviors are associated with GPA. For example, the relation between bullying behavior and
GPA is anticipated to first impact social self-efficacy, which in turn is associated with academic
self-efficacy and then GPA. ELL, special education, and free/reduced lunch status were included
in the model as covariates to control for other variables that impact GPA outside of bullying role
behaviors, social self-efficacy, and academic self-efficacy. This relation is proposed through
theory, but no causal relation can be determined. Figure 1 represents the hypothesized mediation
models.

Social Self-Efficacy
(SEQ-C Social)

d21

Academic Self-Efficacy
(SEQ-C Academic)

a1
b1

a2
Bullying Role Behavior
(BPBQ)

Figure 1: Serial mediation conceptual model.

c’

b2
Grade Point Average
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Hayes’s Model 6 does not provide options to examine the serial mediation model while
evaluating moderation. Furthermore, no specific prior research could be used to determine which
effects Gender may moderate. As a result, Gender was subsequently explored by splitting the
dataset into males and females and applying the mediation model. While these analyses do not
allow direct comparison between males and females for the serial mediation effect, each serial
mediation model can be used to inform how this effect may differ for males and females.

CHAPTER 4
RESULTS

Preliminary Analyses

The means, standard deviations, and ranges of all variables in the total sample and by
gender are included in Table 3. Correlation analyses were conducted for the total sample and
split by gender in order to examine the associations among all main variables: Bullying Behavior
(BPBQ Bullying), Assisting Behavior (BPBQ Assisting), Victimization Experiences (BPBQ
Victimization), Defending Behavior (BPBQ Defending), Outsider Behavior (BPBQ Outsider),
Academic Self-Efficacy (SEQ Academic), Social Self-Efficacy (SEQ Social), and Grade Point
Average (GPA; see Table 4 and Table 5). Table 6 lists all Cronbach’s alphas and the total
number of items on each measure.
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Table 3
Means, Standard Deviations, and Range for All Variables

Bulling Behavior
Males
Females
Total
Assisting Behavior
Males
Females
Total
Victimization Experiences
Males
Females
Total
Defending Behavior
Males
Females
Total
Outsider Behavior
Males
Females
Total
Academic Self Efficacy
Males
Females
Total
Social Self Efficacy
Males
Females
Total
Grade Point Average
Males
Females
Total

N

Mean

Std. Dev

Min

Max

168
179
348

5.40
4.53
4.94

6.48
5.34
5.92

0.00
0.00
0.00

38.00
28.00
38.00

168
179
348

4.21
3.03
3.59

5.44
4.57
5.03

0.00
0.00
0.00

37.00
29.00
37.00

167
177
345

8.05
8.37
8.19

8.46
8.57
8.51

0.00
0.00
0.00

40.00
38.00
40.00

168
179
348

9.90
9.53
9.68

9.91
7.83
8.89

0.00
0.00
0.00

40.00
36.67
40.00

168
179
348

6.12
5.40
5.73

6.24
5.85
6.04

0.00
0.00
0.00

40.00
40.00
40.00

168
179
348

17.67
18.83
18.31

7.35
6.28
6.86

0.00
1.00
0.00

32.00
32.00
32.00

168
178
347

19.11
18.46
18.81

7.06
5.83
6.48

0.00
2.00
0.00

32.00
30.00
32.00

168
179
347

2.69
3.06
2.88

0.89
0.82
0.88

0.50
0.25
0.25

4.00
4.00
4.00

Table 4
Correlations Among Study Variables
1

2

3

1. Bullying Behavior
-2. Assisting Behavior
0.77*** -3. Victimization Experience
0.38*** 0.23*** -4. Defending Behavior
0.05
0.04
0.32***
5. Outsider Behavior
0.36*** 0.41*** 0.24***
6. Academic Self Efficacy
-0.36*** -0.37*** -0.17***
7. Social Self-Efficacy
-0.17**
-0.15** -0.16**
8. GPA
-0.36*** -0.39*** -0.15**
* p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001

4

-0.06
0.07
0.06
-0.03

5

6

7

--0.35***
-0.21***
-0.21***

-0.63***
0.61***

-0.26***

8

--
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Table 5
Correlations Among Study Variables by Gender
1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

1. Bullying Behavior
0.76***
0.43***
-0.09
0.33***
2. Assisting Behavior
0.78***
0.24**
-0.06
0.39***
3. Victimization Experience
0.33***
0.22**
0.27***
0.26***
4. Defending Behavior
0.23**
0.17*
0.39***
0.01
5. Outsider Behavior
0.39***
0.42***
0.22**
0.11
6. Academic Self-Efficacy
-0.42***
-0.40*** -0.21**
0.05
-0.36***
7. Social Self-Efficacy
-0.21**
-0.18*
-0.25***
0.06
-0.20**
8 GPA
-0.46***
-0.47*** -0.23**
-0.11
-0.13
Correlations for males are presented above the diagonal. * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001

-0.30***
-0.34***
-0.13
0.09
-0.32***
0.56***
0.53***

-0.14
-0.14
-0.08
0.07
-0.22**
0.70***
0.19*

-0.28***
-0.30***
-0.08
0.04
-0.26***
0.69***
0.35***
-

98

99
Table 6
Reliability Analyses for All Variables

Scale
Bullying Behavior
Assisting Behavior
Victimization Experiences
Defending Behavior
Outsider Behavior
Academic Self-Efficacy
Social Self-Efficacy

Cronbach’s
Alpha
.878
.869
.916
.932
.887
.850
.789

Total Number
of Items
10
10
10
10
10
8
8

A series of independent samples t tests and MANOVAs were conducted on total scores
for bullying behaviors, self-efficacy, and GPA to investigate gender differences. A t test was
used to explore gender differences (male, female) on GPA. There was a significant effect for
Gender, t (345) = -4.03, p < .05. In this sample, females received significantly higher scores than
males. This indicates that females received higher grades across academic classes compared to
males.
To explore gender differences on the types of bullying role behavior observed, a
MANOVA examined the differences in Bullying Behavior, Assisting Behavior, Victimization
Experiences, Defending Behaviors, and Outsider Behaviors by Gender (Male, Female). There
were no significant differences by Gender, Wilks’ lambda = .98, F(5, 338) = 1.13, p= .35.
Gender differences in Social and Academic Self-Efficacy were also examined using a
MANOVA. There was a significant difference by Gender, Wilks’ lambda = .97, F(2, 343) =
4.56, p = .01. Although the MANOVA was significant, follow-up ANOVAs did not demonstrate

100
significant Gender differences in Academic Self-Efficacy, p = .10, or Social Self-Efficacy, p=
.34.
Main Analyses

1. Is the relation between bullying behavior and GPA mediated sequentially by social and
academic self-efficacy for females? For males?
Mediational Model for Bullying Behavior in Females

The first research question evaluated whether there is an indirect effect of Bullying
Behavior on GPA through the sequential mediation of Social and Academic Self-Efficacy in
females. Hayes’s (2013) Model 6 PROCESS technique was used to employ multiple regressions
evaluating the sequential mediation effect. In this model, Bullying Behavior was entered as the
independent variable (X) and GPA was entered as the dependent variable (Y). Social SelfEfficacy was entered as the first mediator (M1) and Academic Self-Efficacy was entered as the
second mediator (M2). Free/Reduced Lunch, ELL Status, and Special Education (e.g., disability
status) were entered as covariates. Bootstrapping (Preacher & Hayes, 2004) was used for 5,000
samples to correct any biases in confidence intervals. All confidence intervals were evaluated at
a 95% confidence interval. Significant results are determined if the confidence interval for the
bootstrapping does not contain zero. Results of the bootstrapping analysis for females, with
Bullying Behavior as the independent variable, are found in Figure 2 and Table 7 and the
summary of indirect effects is found in Table 8.
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Social Self-Efficacy
(SEQ-C Social)

-.15

Academic Self-Efficacy
(SEQ-C Academic)

.55***

-.37***

-.02*
-.05***

Bullying Behavior
(BPBQ)

.05***
Grade Point Average

* p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001
Figure 2: Bullying behavior mediational model for females.

Table 7
Individual Direct Effects in Bullying Behavior Model for Females

Direct Effects

Effect

Bullying Behavior and
Social Self-Efficacy (a1)
-0.15
Bullying Behavior and
Academic Self-Efficacy (a2)
-0.37***
Social Self Efficacy and
Academic Self-Efficacy (d21)
0.55***
Social Self-Efficacy and
GPA (b1)
-0.02*
Academic Self-Efficacy and
GPA (b2)
0.05***
Bullying Behavior and GPA
(c’)
-0.05***
* p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001

95% Confidence Interval
Lower
Upper
Limit
Limit

SE

p-value

0.08

0.06

-0.31

0.00

0.07

0.00

-0.50

-0.24

0.07

0.00

0.42

0.69

0.01

0.05

-0.04

0.00

0.01

0.00

0.04

0.07

0.01

0.00

-0.07

-0.02
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Table 8
Total and Indirect Effects in Bullying Behavior Model for Females
Indirect and Total Effects
Indirect Effect of Social SelfEfficacy (M1)
Indirect Effect of Academic SelfEfficacy (M2)
Indirect Effect of Social (M1) and
Academic Self-Efficacy (M2)
Total Indirect Effect of Bullying
Behavior on GPA
Total Effect of Bullying Behavior
on GPA
* p < .05

95% Confidence Interval
Lower
Upper
Limit
Limit

Effect

SE

0.00*

0.00

0.00

0.01

0.00*

0.00

-0.01

0.00

-0.02*

0.00

-0.03

-0.01

-0.02*

0.01

-0.03

-0.01

-0.07*

0.01

-0.09

-0.04

Overall, the sum of the indirect effects between bullying behavior and GPA, the total
indirect effect, was significant and negative. When exploring all indirect effects, the indirect
effect with Social Self-Efficacy, Academic Self-Efficacy, and the sequential mediation of Social
and Academic Self-Efficacy significantly explained the negative relation between Bullying
Behavior and GPA. In the model, all direct relationships, aside from the relation between
Bullying Behavior and Social Self-Efficacy (a1), were significant. The total variance accounted
for in the model was moderate (R2 = .42).
The influence of covariates was examined for all direct effects between Bullying
Behavior and various dependent variables as well as the total effects model. When evaluating the
effect of covariates in the female sample, Free/Reduced Lunch status was a significant negative
covariate for the direct relation between Bullying Behavior and Academic Self-Efficacy (p <
.001), Bullying Behavior and GPA (p < .001), and for the total effect model (p < .001). ELL
status had a significant negative relation with both Bullying Behavior and Social Self-Efficacy (p
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< .05) and GPA (p < .05). Special Education status had a significant positive association with
GPA (p < .05).
Mediational Model for Bullying Behavior in Males

The same mediational model was explored in males. In this model, Bullying Behavior
was entered as the independent variable (X) and GPA entered as the dependent variable (Y).
Social Self-Efficacy was entered as the first mediator (M1) and Academic Self-Efficacy was
entered as the second mediator (M2). Free/Reduced Lunch, ELL Status, and Special Education
(e.g., disability status) were entered as covariates.
Contrary to the results in females, not all indirect and direct effects were significant. The
direct relation between Bullying Behavior and GPA for males (c’) was not significant. However,
the total effect, the sum of direct and indirect effect of Bullying Behavior on GPA, as well as the
total indirect effect, sum of the indirect effects, were significant. When exploring which of the
indirect effects were significant, only the indirect relation between Bullying Behavior and GPA
through Academic Self-Efficacy was significant. The overall sequential mediation model in
which the relation between Bullying Behavior and GPA was mediated by both Social SelfEfficacy and Academic Self-efficacy as well as the indirect relation with only Social SelfEfficacy as a mediator were not significant. The total variance accounted for in the model was
large (R2 = .52).
The influence of covariates was examined for all direct effects between Bullying
Behavior and various dependent variables as well as the total effects model. In the male model,
only Free/Reduced Lunch status was a significant negative covariate in the direct association
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between Bullying Behavior and Social Self-Efficacy (p < .05), Academic Self-Efficacy (p < .05),
and GPA (p < .05) as well as the total effect model (p < .001). ELL status and Special Education
status were not significant covariates in this model.
All results from the bootstrapping analysis for males, with Bullying Behavior as the
independent variable, are found in Figure 3 and Table 9 and the summary of indirect effects is
found in Table 10.

Social Self-Efficacy
(SEQ-C Social)

.68***

Academic Self-Efficacy
(SEQ-C Academic)

-.12
-.03**

-.24**
Bullying Behavior
(BPBQ)

-.01

* p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001
Figure 3: Bullying behavior mediational model for males.

.10***
Grade Point Average
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Table 9
Individual Direct Effects in Bullying Behavior Model for Males

Direct Effects

Effect

Bullying Behavior and
Social Self-Efficacy (a1)
-0.12
Bullying Behavior and
Academic Self-Efficacy (a2) -0.24**
Social Self Efficacy and
Academic Self-Efficacy (d21) 0.68***
Social Self-Efficacy and
GPA (b1)
-0.03**
Academic Self-Efficacy and
GPA (b2)
0.10***
Bullying Behavior and GPA
(c’)
-0.01
* p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001

95% Confidence Interval
Lower
Upper
Limit
Limit

SE

p-value

0.09

0.19

-0.31

0.06

0.06

0.00

-0.36

-0.12

0.06

0.00

0.57

0.80

0.01

0.00

-0.05

-0.01

0.01

0.00

0.08

0.11

0.01

0.34

-0.03

0.01

Table 10
Total and Indirect Effects in Bullying Behavior Model for Males
Indirect and Total Effects
Indirect Effect of Social SelfEfficacy (M1)
Indirect Effect of Academic SelfEfficacy (M2)
Indirect Effect of Social (M1) and
Academic Self-Efficacy (M2)
Total Indirect Effect of Bullying
Behavior on GPA
Total Effect of Bullying Behavior
on GPA
* p < .05

95% Confidence Interval
Lower
Upper
Limit
Limit

Effect

SE

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.01

-0.02*

0.01

-0.04

-0.01

-0.01

0.01

-0.02

0.00

-0.03*

0.01

-0.04

-0.02

-0.04*

0.01

-0.06

-0.01
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2. Is the relation between victimization experience and GPA mediated sequentially by social
and academic self-efficacy for females? For males?
Mediational Model for Victimization Experiences in Females

The second main research question examines the indirect effect of Victimization
Experience on GPA through the sequential mediation of Social and Academic Self-Efficacy in
females. In this model, Victimization Experience was entered as the independent variable (X)
and GPA entered as the dependent variable (Y). Social Self-Efficacy was entered as the first
mediator (M1) and Academic Self-Efficacy was entered as the second mediator (M2).
Free/Reduced Lunch, ELL Status, and Special Education (e.g., disability status) were entered as
covariates.
For females, there were various significant direct and indirect effects among the
variables. The total effect of Victimization Experiences and GPA for females, the sum of the
direct and indirect effects, was significant and negative. In this model only the direct relation
between Victimization Experiences and Academic Self-Efficacy was not significant. All other
direct effects, including the direct relation between Victimization Experience and GPA, were
significant. The overall indirect relation between Victimization Experience and GPA was not
significant; however, there were significant specific indirect effects. The sequential indirect
effect examining the relation between Victimization Experience and GPA through Social and
Academic Self-Efficacy respectively was significant. Also, the indirect relation between
Victimization Experience and GPA through Social Self-Efficacy was significant and positive;
however, the indirect relation through only Academic Self-Efficacy was not significant.
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Similarly, the overall indirect effect was not significant. The total variance accounted for in the
model was moderate (R2 = .39).
The influence of covariates was examined for all direct effects between Victimization
Experience and various dependent variables as well as the total effects model. When examining
covariates, Free/Reduced Lunch status was a significant negative covariate in the relation
between Victimization Experience and Academic Self-Efficacy (p < .001) as well as GPA (p <
.05). Additionally, Free/Reduced Lunch status was a significant negative covariate in the total
effects model (p < .001). ELL status was a significant negative covariate in the relation between
Victimization Experience and Social Self-Efficacy (p < .05) and GPA (p < .05). Special
Education status was not a significant covariate when examining Victimization Experience as a
predictor for females.
All results from the bootstrapping analysis for females, with Victimization Experience as
the independent variable, are found in Figure 4 and Table 11 and the summary of indirect effects
is found in Table 12.

Social Self-Efficacy
(SEQ-C Social)

.57***

Academic Self-Efficacy
(SEQ-C Academic)

-.15**
-.03**

-.06
Victimization
Experience (BPBQ)

-.02**

* p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001
Figure 4: Victimization experience mediational model for females.

.07***
Grade Point Average
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Table 11
Individual Direct Effects in Victimization Experience Model for Females

Direct Effects

Effect

Victimization Experience and
Social Self-Efficacy (a1)
-0.15**
Victimization Experience and
Academic Self-Efficacy (a2)
-0.06
Social Self Efficacy and
Academic Self-Efficacy (d21)
0.57***
Social Self-Efficacy and GPA
(b1)
-0.03**
Academic Self-Efficacy and
GPA (b2)
0.07***
Victimization Experience and
GPA (c’)
-0.02**
* p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001

95% Confidence Interval
Lower
Upper
Limit
Limit

SE

p-value

0.05

0.00

-0.24

-0.05

0.05

0.21

-0.15

0.03

0.07

0.00

0.43

0.70

0.01

0.01

-0.05

-0.01

0.01

0.00

0.05

0.09

0.01

0.01

-0.03

0.00

Table 12
Total and Indirect Effects in Victimization Experience Model for Females
Indirect and Total Effects
Indirect Effect of Social Self-Efficacy
(M1)
Indirect Effect of Academic SelfEfficacy (M2)
Indirect Effect of Social (M1) and
Academic Self-Efficacy (M2)
Total Indirect Effect of Victimization
Experience and GPA
Total Effect of Victimization
Experience on GPA
* p < .05

95% Confidence Interval
Lower
Upper
Limit
Limit

Effect

SE

0.00*

0.00

0.00

0.01

0.00

0.00

-0.01

0.00

-0.01*

0.00

-0.01

0.00

-0.01

0.00

-0.01

0.00

-0.02*

0.01

-0.03

0.00
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Mediational Model for Victimization Experience in Males

The same mediational model was explored in males. In this model, Victimization
Experience was entered as the independent variable (X) and GPA entered as the dependent
variable (Y). Social Self-Efficacy was entered as the first mediator (M1) and Academic SelfEfficacy was entered as the second mediator (M2). Free/Reduced Lunch, ELL Status, and
Special Education (e.g., disability status) were entered as covariates.
The mediation model for males was different from the model in females. Unlike females,
Victimization Experience was not significantly directly associated with Social Self-Efficacy,
Academic Self-Efficacy, or GPA. Furthermore, no indirect associations were significant;
however, the sum of all indirect relations was significant. There were positive associations
between Social and Academic Self-Efficacy as well as between both Self-Efficacy measures and
GPA. The total variance accounted for in the model was large (R2 = .52).
The influence of covariates was examined for all direct effects between Victimization
Experience and various dependent variables as well as the total effects model. When examining
covariates, Free/Reduced Lunch status was a significant negative covariate in the relation
between Victimization Experience and Academic Self-Efficacy (p < .05) as well as GPA (p <
.05). Additionally, Free/Reduced Lunch status was a significant negative covariate in the total
effects model (p < .001). There were no significant covariates between Victimization Experience
and Social Self-Efficacy. ELL status and Special Education status were not significant covariates
for Victimization Experience in males.
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All results from the bootstrapping analysis for males, with Victimization Experience as
the independent variable, are found in Figure 5 and Table 13 and the summary of indirect effects
is found in Table 14.

Social Self-Efficacy
(SEQ-C Social)

.70***

Academic Self-Efficacy
(SEQ-C Academic)

-.06
-.03**

-.08
Victimization
Experience (BPBQ)

.00

* p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001
Figure 5: Victimization experience mediational model for males.

.10***
Grade Point Average
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Table 13
Individual Direct Effects in Victimization Experience Model for Males

Direct Effects
Victimization Experience and
Social Self-Efficacy (a1)
Victimization Experience and
Academic Self-Efficacy (a2)
Social Self Efficacy and
Academic Self-Efficacy (d21)
Social Self-Efficacy and GPA
(b1)
Academic Self-Efficacy and
GPA (b2)
Victimization Experience and
GPA (c’)
* p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001

Effect

95% Confidence Interval
Lower
Upper
Limit
Limit

SE

p-value

-0.06

0.06

0.36

-0.19

0.07

-0.08

0.05

0.10

-0.18

0.02

0.06

0.00

0.59

0.82

0.01

0.00

-0.05

-0.01

0.10***

0.01

0.00

0.08

0.12

0.00

0.01

0.92

-0.01

0.01

0.70***
-0.03**

Table 14
Total and Direct Effects of Victimization Experience Model for Males
Indirect and Total Effects
Indirect Effect of Social SelfEfficacy (M1)
Indirect Effect of Academic SelfEfficacy (M2)
Indirect Effect of Social (M1) and
Academic Self-Efficacy (M2)
Total Indirect Effect of
Victimization Experience on GPA
Total Effect of Victimization
Experience on GPA
* p < .05

Effect

SE

95% Confidence Interval
Lower
Upper
Limit
Limit

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.01

-0.01

0.00

-0.02

0.00

0.00

0.01

-0.01

0.01

-0.01*

0.00

-0.02

0.00

0.00

0.01

-0.01

0.01
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3. Is the relation between defending behavior and GPA mediated sequentially by social and
academic self-efficacy for females? For males?
Mediational Model for Defending Behavior in Females and Males

The third main research question examines the indirect effect of Defending Behavior on
GPA through the sequential mediation of Social and Academic Self-Efficacy in females and
males. In this model, Defending Behavior was entered as the independent variable (X) and GPA
entered as the dependent variable (Y). Social Self-Efficacy was entered as the first mediator
(M1) and Academic Self-Efficacy was entered as the second mediator (M2). Free/Reduced
Lunch, ELL Status, and Special Education (e.g., disability status) were entered as covariates.
In the mediational model, males and females had similar results. For males and females,
Defending Behavior was not significantly associated with Social or Academic Self-Efficacy.
Only the relation between Social and Academic Self-Efficacy as well as the relation between
Self-Efficacy and GPA were significant. In females only, the direct relation between Defending
Behaviors and GPA was significant. For both genders, all indirect effects, the total indirect
effect, and the total effect of Defending Behavior on GPA were non-significant. The total
variance accounted for in the model was moderate for females (R2 = .37) and large for males (R2
= .52).
The influence of covariates was examined for all direct effects between Defending
Behavior and various dependent variables as well as the total effects model. Free/Reduced Lunch
status was a significant negative covariate for females and males. For females, Free/Reduced
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Lunch was a significant negative covariate in the direct relation between Defending Behavior
and Academy Self-Efficacy (p < .001) and GPA (p < .001) as well as the total effect model
(p < .001) for females. Similarly, Free/Reduced Lunch was also a significant negative covariate
in the male model for the direct relation between Defending Behavior and Academic SelfEfficacy (p < .05) and GPA (p < .05), as well as the total effect model (p < .001). When
examining covariates in the female model, ELL status was a significant negative covariate in the
relation between Defending Behaviors and Social Self-Efficacy (p < .05); ELL status was not a
significant covariate in the male model. Special Education status was not a significant covariate
in the Defending Behavior models for females or males.
Results from the bootstrapping analysis for females and males, with Defending Behavior
as the independent variable, are found in Figure 6 and Figure 7. Table 15 and Table 17 provide
information on all direct effects and the summary of indirect effects are found in Table 16 and
Table 18.

Social Self-Efficacy
(SEQ-C Social)

.60***

Academic Self-Efficacy
(SEQ-C Academic)

-.10
-.02*

-.02
Defending Behavior
(BPBQ)

-.02**

* p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001
Figure 6: Defending behavior mediational model for females.

.07***
Grade Point Average
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Table 15
Individual Direct Effects in Defending Behavior Model for Females

Direct Effects

Effect

Defending Behavior and
Social Self-Efficacy (a1)
0.10
Defending Behavior and
Academic Self-Efficacy (a2)
-0.02
Social Self Efficacy and
Academic Self-Efficacy (d21)
0.60***
Social Self-Efficacy and
GPA (b1)
-0.02*
Academic Self-Efficacy and
GPA (b2)
0.07***
Defending Behavior and
GPA (c’)
-0.02**
* p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001

95% Confidence Interval
Lower
Upper
Limit
Limit

SE

p-value

0.06

0.10

-0.02

0.21

0.05

0.68

-0.12

0.08

0.07

0.00

0.46

0.75

0.01

0.04

-0.04

0.00

0.01

0.00

0.05

0.09

0.01

0.03

-0.03

0.00

Table 16
Total and Indirect Effects in Defending Behavior Model for Females
Indirect and Total Effects
Indirect Effect of Social Self-Efficacy
(M1)
Indirect Effect of Academic SelfEfficacy (M2)
Indirect Effect of Social (M1) and
Academic Self-Efficacy (M2)
Total Indirect Effect of Defending
Behavior on GPA
Total Effect of Defending Behavior on
GPA
* p < .05

95% Confidence Interval
Lower
Upper
Limit
Limit

Effect

SE

0.00

0.00

-0.01

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.01

0.00

0.00

-0.01

0.01

0.00

0.00

-0.01

0.01

-0.01*

0.01

-0.03

0.00
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Social Self-Efficacy
(SEQ-C Social)

Academic Self-Efficacy
(SEQ-C Academic)

.70***

-.06
-.03**

0.03
.00

Defending Behavior
(BPBQ)

.10***
Grade Point Average

* p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001
Figure 7: Defending behavior mediational model for males.

Table 17
Individual Direct Effects in Defending Behavior Model for Males
Direct Effects

Effect

Defending Behavior and
Social Self-Efficacy (a1)
0.06
Defending Behavior and
Academic Self-Efficacy (a2)
0.03
Social Self Efficacy and
Academic Self-Efficacy (d21) 0.70***
Social Self-Efficacy and
GPA (b1)
-0.03**
Academic Self-Efficacy and
GPA (b2)
0.10***
Defending Behavior and
GPA (c’)
0.00
* p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001

95% Confidence Interval
Lower
Upper
Limit
Limit

SE

p-value

0.08

0.41

-0.09

0.22

0.05

0.54

-0.07

0.14

0.06

0.00

0.59

0.82

0.01

0.00

-0.05

-0.01

0.01

0.00

0.08

0.12

0.01

0.71

-0.01

0.01
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Table 18
Total and Indirect Effects in Defending Behavior Model for Males
Indirect and Total Effects
Indirect Effect of Social SelfEfficacy (M1)
Indirect Effect of Academic SelfEfficacy (M2)
Indirect Effect of Social (M1) and
Academic Self-Efficacy (M2)
Total Indirect Effect of
Defending Behavior on GPA
Total Effect of Defending
Behavior on GPA
* p < .05

95% Confidence Interval
Lower
Upper
Limit
Limit

Effect

SE

0.00

0.00

-0.01

0.00

0.00

0.01

-0.01

0.01

0.00

0.01

-0.01

0.02

0.01

001

-0.01

0.02

0.00

0.01

-0.01

0.02

4. Is the relation between assisting behavior and GPA mediated sequentially by social and
academic self-efficacy for females? For males?
Mediational Model for Assisting Behavior in Females

The final main research question examined the indirect effect of Assisting Behavior on
GPA through the sequential mediation of Social and Academic Self-Efficacy in females. In this
model, Assisting Behavior was entered as the independent variable (X) and GPA entered as the
dependent variable (Y). Social Self-Efficacy was entered as the first mediator (M1) and
Academic Self-Efficacy was entered as the second mediator (M2). Free/Reduced Lunch, ELL
Status, and Special Education (e.g., disability status) were entered as covariates.
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For females, the total effect was significant, such that the total direct and indirect effects
between Assisting Behavior and GPA were significant and negative. All direct relations, aside
from the association between Social Self-Efficacy and GPA, were significant. The total indirect
effect was significant and negative. When examining the indirect effects, Academic SelfEfficacy as a sole mediator was significant and negative while the indirect effect mediated by
only Social Self-Efficacy was not significant. The sequential mediation was significant to
indicate that the association between Assisting Behavior and GPA in females was explained
through Social and Academic Self-Efficacy respectively. The total variance accounted for in the
model was moderate (R2 = .41).
The influence of covariates was examined for all direct effects between Assisting
Behavior and various dependent variables as well as the total effects model. When examining the
direct association between Assisting Behavior and Social Self-Efficacy, only ELL status was a
significant negative covariate (p < .05). Free/Reduced Lunch status was a significant negative
covariate for the direct relation between Assisting Behavior and Academic Self-Efficacy (p <
.001) and Assisting Behavior and GPA (p < .001), as well as the total effect model (p < .001).
Special Education status was not a significant covariate in the Assisting Behavior model for
females.
All results from the bootstrapping analysis for females, with Assisting Behavior as the
independent variable, are found in Figure 8 and Table 19 and the summary of indirect effects is
found in Table 20.
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Social Self-Efficacy
(SEQ-C Social)

Academic Self-Efficacy
(SEQ-C Academic)

.57***

-.14*
-.02

-.40***
-.05***

Assisting Behavior
(BPBQ)

.05***
Grade Point Average

* p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001
Figure 8: Assisting behavior mediational model for females.

Table 19
Individual Direct Effects in Assisting Behavior Model for Females
Direct Effects

Effect

Assisting Behavior and
Social Self-Efficacy (a1)
-0.14*
Assisting Behavior and
Academic Self-Efficacy (a2)
-0.40***
Social Self Efficacy and
Academic Self-Efficacy (d21)
0.57***
Social Self-Efficacy and
GPA (b1)
-0.02
Academic Self-Efficacy and
GPA (b2)
0.05***
Bullying Behavior and GPA
(c’)
-0.05***
* p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001

95% Confidence Interval
Lower
Upper
Limit
Limit

SE

p-value

0.07

0.05

-0.29

0.00

0.11

0.00

-0.61

-0.18

0.07

0.00

0.43

0.70

0.01

0.05

-0.04

0.00

0.01

0.00

0.04

0.07

0.01

0.00

-0.08

-0.02
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Table 20
Total and Indirect Effects in Assisting Behavior Model for Females
Indirect and Total Effects
Indirect Effect of Social SelfEfficacy (M1)
Indirect Effect of Academic SelfEfficacy (M2)
Indirect Effect of Social (M1) and
Academic Self-Efficacy (M2)
Total Indirect Effect of Assisting
Behavior on GPA
Total Effect of Assisting
Behavior on GPA
* p < .05

95% Confidence Interval
Lower
Upper
Limit
Limit

Effect

SE

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.01

-0.02*

0.01

-0.04

-0.01

0.00*

0.00

-0.01

0.00

-0.02*

0.01

-0.04

-0.01

-0.07*

0.01

-0.10

-0.05

Mediational Model for Assisting Behavior in Males

The same mediational model was explored in males. In this model, Assisting Behavior
was entered as the independent variable (X) and GPA entered as the dependent variable (Y).
Social Self-Efficacy was entered as the first mediator (M1) and Academic Self-Efficacy was
entered as the second mediator (M2). Free/Reduced Lunch, ELL Status, and Special Education
(e.g., disability status) were entered as covariates.
The mediation model for males was different from the model in females. Unlike females,
Assisting Behavior was not significantly associated with Social Self-Efficacy and all indirect
effects that included Social Self-Efficacy were non-significant. Assisting Behavior was
significantly negatively associated with Academic Self-Efficacy. While Assisting Behavior was
not directly associated with GPA, the total indirect effect was significant. More specifically, the
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indirect association between Assisting Behaviors through Academic Self-Efficacy was
significant. The total variance accounted for in the model was large (R2 = .52).
The influence of covariates was examined for all direct effects between Assisting
Behavior and various dependent variables as well as the total effects model. For males, only
Free/Reduced Lunch status was a significant covariate on the association between Assisting
Behavior and Academic Self-Efficacy (p < .05), GPA (p < .05), and for the total effect model (p
< .001). ELL status and Special Education status were not significant covariates for the Assisting
Behavior model for males.
All results from the bootstrapping analysis for males, with Assisting Behavior as the
independent variable, are found in Figure 9 and Table 21 and the summary of indirect effects is
found in Table 22.

Social Self-Efficacy
(SEQ-C Social)

.68***

Academic Self-Efficacy
(SEQ-C Academic)

-.12
-.34***
Assisting Behavior
(BPBQ)

-.03**
-.01

* p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001
Figure 9: Assisting behavior mediational model for males.

.10***
Grade Point Average
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Table 21
Individual Direct Effects in Assisting Behavior Model for Males
Direct Effects
Assisting Behavior and
Social Self-Efficacy (a1)
Assisting Behavior and
Academic Self-Efficacy (a2)
Social Self Efficacy and
Academic Self-Efficacy (d21)
Social Self-Efficacy and
GPA (b1)
Academic Self-Efficacy and
GPA (b2)
Assisting Behavior and GPA
(c’)
*p<.05, **p<.01, ***p<.001

Effect

95% Confidence Interval
Lower
Upper
Limit
Limit

SE

p-value

-0.12

0.09

0.20

-0.30

0.06

-0.34***

0.07

0.00

-0.47

-0.21

0.68***

0.06

0.00

0.57

0.80

0.01

0.00

-0.05

-0.01

0.01

0.00

0.08

0.12

0.01

0.49

-0.04

0.02

-0.03**
0.10***
-0.01

Table 22
Total and Indirect Effects in Assisting Behavior Model for Males
Indirect and Total Effects
Indirect Effect of Social SelfEfficacy (M1)
Indirect Effect of Academic SelfEfficacy (M2)
Indirect Effect of Social (M1) and
Academic Self-Efficacy (M2)
Total Indirect Effect of Assisting
Behavior on GPA
Total Effect of Assisting
Behavior on GPA
* p < .05

Effect

SE

95% Confidence Interval
Lower
Upper
Limit
Limit

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.01

-0.03*

0.01

-0.05

-0.02

-0.01

0.01

-0.02

0.01

-0.04*

0.01

-0.05

-0.02

-0.05*

0.01

-0.07

-0.02

122
Exploratory Analyses



Is the relation between outsider behavior and GPA mediated sequentially by social and
academic self-efficacy for females? For males?
Mediational Model for Outsider Behavior in Females and Males

Exploratory analyses evaluated the indirect effect of Outsider Behavior through the
sequential mediation of Social and Academic Self-Efficacy in males and females. In this model,
Outsider Behavior was entered as the independent variable (X) and GPA entered as the
dependent variable (Y). Social Self-Efficacy was entered as the first mediator (M1) and
Academic Self-Efficacy was entered as the second mediator (M2). Free/Reduced Lunch, ELL
Status, and Special Education (e.g., disability status) were entered as covariates.
For Outsider Behavior, males and females had similar results. In these models for males
and females, the total effect, the sum of direct and indirect effects, was not significant. In these
models, the direct association between Outsider Behavior and GPA was not significant; however,
all indirect effects were significant and the total indirect effect was significant. The relation
between outsider behavior and GPA was explained by Social Self-Efficacy, Academic SelfEfficacy, and Social and Academic Self-Efficacy sequentially. The total variance accounted for
in the model was moderate for females (R2 = .35) and large for males (R2 = .54).
The influence of covariates was examined for all direct effects between Outsider
Behavior and various dependent variables as well as the total effects model. When examining
covariates, Free/Reduced Lunch status was a significant negative covariate in the relation
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between Outsider Behavior and Academic Self-Efficacy (p < .05), as well as GPA (p < .05), for
females. Additionally, Free/Reduced Lunch status was a significant negative covariate in the
total effects model (p < .001) for females. Free/Reduced Lunch was also a significant negative
covariate for males when Academic Self-Efficacy (p < .05) and GPA (p < .05) were dependent
variables as well as for the total effects model (p < .001). There were no significant covariates
when Outsider Behavior was associated with Social Self-Efficacy for males; ELL status was a
significant negative covariate in the relation between Outsider Behavior and Social Self-Efficacy
for females. Special Education status was not a significant covariate for Outsider Behavior for
males or females.
All results from the bootstrapping analysis for females and males, with Outsider Behavior
as the independent variable, are found in Figures 10 and 11 and Tables 23 and 25 and the
summary of indirect effects is found in Tables 24 and 26.

Social Self-Efficacy
(SEQ-C Social)
-.16*

.55***

Academic Self-Efficacy
(SEQ-C Academic)

-.29***

Outsider Behavior
(BPBQ)

-.02*
-.01

* p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001
Figure 10: Outsider behavior mediational model for females.

.07***
Grade Point Average
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Table 23
Individual Direct Effects in Outsider Behavior Model for Females

Direct Effects

Effect

Outsider Behavior and
Social Self-Efficacy (a1)
-0.16*
Outsider Behavior and
Academic Self-Efficacy (a2)
-0.29***
Social Self Efficacy and
Academic Self-Efficacy (d21)
0.55***
Social Self-Efficacy and
GPA (b1)
-0.02*
Academic Self-Efficacy and
GPA (b2)
0.07***
Outsider Behavior and GPA
(c’)
0.01
* p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001

95% Confidence Interval
Lower
Upper
Limit
Limit

SE

p-value

0.07

0.03

-0.30

-0.01

0.06

0.00

-0.41

-0.17

0.06

0.00

0.43

0.68

0.01

0.03

-0.05

0.00

0.01

0.00

0.05

0.10

0.01

0.41

-0.01

0.03

Table 24
Total and Indirect Effects in Outsider Behavior Model for Females
Indirect and Total Effects
Indirect Effect of Social SelfEfficacy (M1)
Indirect Effect of Academic SelfEfficacy (M2)
Indirect Effect of Social (M1) and
Academic Self-Efficacy (M2)
Total Indirect Effect of Outsider
Behavior on GPA
Total Effect of Outsider Behavior
on GPA
* p < .05

95% Confidence Interval
Lower
Upper
Limit
Limit

Effect

SE

0.00*

0.00

0.00

0.01

-0.02*

0.01

-0.03

-0.01

-0.01*

0.00

-0.02

0.00

-0.02*

0.01

-0.04

-0.01

0.01

0.01

-0.01

0.03
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Social Self-Efficacy
(SEQ-C Social)

.67***

Academic Self-Efficacy
(SEQ-C Academic)

-.22*
-.03**

-.21**
-.01

Outsider Behavior
(BPBQ)

.10***
Grade Point Average

* p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001
Figure 11: Outsider behavior mediational model for males.

Table 25
Individual Direct Effects in Outsider Behavior Model for Males

Direct Effects
Outsider Behavior and
Social Self-Efficacy (a1)
Outsider Behavior and
Academic Self-Efficacy (a2)
Social Self Efficacy and
Academic Self-Efficacy (d21)
Social Self-Efficacy and
GPA (b1)
Academic Self-Efficacy and
GPA (b2)
Outsider Behavior and GPA
(c’)
*p<.05, **p<.01, ***p<.001

Effect

95% Confidence Interval
Lower
Upper
Limit
Limit

SE

p-value

-0.22*

0.09

0.01

-0.39

-0.05

-0.21**

0.07

0.00

-0.34

-0.08

0.06

0.00

0.56

0.79

0.01

0.00

-0.05

-0.01

0.01

0.00

0.08

0.12

0.01

0.35

-0.02

0.01

0.67***
-0.03**
0.10***
-0.01
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Table 26
Total and Indirect Effects in Outsider Behavior Model for Males
Indirect and Total Effects
Indirect Effect of Social SelfEfficacy (M1)
Indirect Effect of Academic SelfEfficacy (M2)
Indirect Effect of Social (M1) and
Academic Self-Efficacy (M2)
Total Indirect Effect of Outsider
Behavior on GPA
Total Effect of Outsider Behavior
on GPA
* p < .05

95% Confidence Interval
Lower
Upper
Limit
Limit

Effect

SE

0.01*

0.00

0.00

0.02

-0.02*

0.01

-0.04

0.00

-0.01*

0.01

-0.03

-0.01

-0.03*

0.01

-0.04

-0.01

-0.01

0.01

-0.02

0.01

CHAPTER 5
DISCUSSION

The purpose of the current project was to explore how various bullying role behaviors are
associated with GPA through social and academic self-efficacy beliefs. Recognizing that males
and females have reported different bullying behaviors (Salmivalli et al., 1996), the current
project separated the models by gender to evaluate if the models held for males and females.
There were various ways in which this study expanded the current literature on bullying as well
as provided opportunities for future investigation.
Previous research on bullying has largely focused on the experiences of the bully and
victim despite early conceptualizations of bullying situations viewed as a group phenomenon
(Olweus, 1993). The current study sought to include the experiences of those who witness,
encourage, and discourage bullying from occurring to provide a more comprehensive evaluation
of how various bullying behaviors influence adolescents’ social and academic outcomes.
With the growing interest in exploring how academic and social experiences are
interrelated, researchers have explored how bullying behavior may be associated with academic
achievement. A large focus of the literature has explored the relation between victimization
experience and academic achievement, with a general finding that victimization experience is
negatively related to academic success, including GPA, for males and females (Nakamoto &
Schwartz, 2010). Some research has explored how bullying behavior is associated with lower
academic achievement (e.g., Glew et al., 2005; Ma et al., 2009). Unfortunately, there are no

known published studies that explored the relation among bystander behaviors and academic
achievement. The current study sought to provide insight on how bystander behaviors are
associated with academic success, such as GPA.
Self-efficacy is an individual’s perceptions of one’s abilities and can be developed for a
wide range of domains, including social behaviors and academic performance (Bong & Skaalvik,
2003). Supported by the expectancy-value theory, self-efficacy influences an individual’s choice,
persistence, and performance on a task (e.g., Wigfield & Eccles, 2000). The development of selfefficacy beliefs can be used to describe how various academic and social experiences, as well as
relations with peers, can influence an individual’s self-perceptions for social and academic tasks
(Gist & Mitchell, 1992).
Academic self-efficacy, and other related concepts of self-perception such as academic
self-concept, are generally positively associated with academic success (e.g., Guay et al., 2004;
Wigfield & Eccles, 2000). Higher self-perceptions of academic abilities are related to better
academic performance. Most studies have supported that academic self-efficacy is associated
with academic performance (Multon et al., 1991); however, there are some studies that have
found a positive association between social self-efficacy and academic achievement (e.g.,
Bandura et al., 1996).
Additionally, studies have explored how bullying role behaviors are associated with selfefficacy. These studies have explored various bullying role behaviors, including bullying
behaviors (e.g., Kokkinos & Kipritsi, 2012), victimization experiences (e.g., Marsh et al., 2001),
as well as bystander behaviors (e.g., Gini et al., 2008; Poyhonen et al., 2012). These studies have
generally found that individuals who engage in various bullying role behaviors have differing
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perceptions on both social and academic self-efficacy beliefs (Andreou & Metallidou, 2004;
Salmivalli, 1998).
Very few studies have explored all three concepts (i.e., Flook et al., 2005; Jenkins &
Demaray, 2015; Juvonen et al., 2000; Lopez & DuBois, 2005; Raskaukas et al., 2015; Thijs &
Verkuyten, 2008) in one model. Those studies which explore how bullying role behaviors are
associated with GPA through self-perceptions have generally focused on victimization
experiences (e.g., Thijs & Verkuyten, 2008). These studies have found that experiencing
victimization was negatively related to academic achievement through negative self-perceptions
(e.g., Flook et al., 2005). In general, these studies explore overall or academic self-perceptions as
mediators, with only one known study exploring social self-efficacy as a mediator (Raskaukas et
al., 2015).
The current study adds to the existing literature by examining the mediated effect of
social and academic self-efficacy on the relation between all bullying role behaviors and
academic success. This study expands the literature by evaluating various bullying role behaviors
as well as including both social and academic self-perceptions in the model. Furthermore,
differentiating these effects by gender helps to highlight how the association between bullying
role behaviors and GPA may differ based on an individual’s gender.
Preliminary Analyses

Preliminary analyses were conducted in order to examine the relations among all main
variables: bullying role behaviors, self-efficacy, and GPA. Additionally, gender differences were
also evaluated in all main variables.
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Overall, neither males nor females endorsed high frequency of bullying behaviors. For
bullying and assisting behaviors, the entire sample reported low mean levels of bullying
behaviors as well as assisting behaviors. Individual’s average response for individual items on
the bullying behavior (M= 0.49) and assisting behavior (M= 0.35) scales indicate they engage in
these behaviors infrequently when analyzing these means using 0= “Never” and 1= “1-2 times”
in the past 30 days. This trend also held for individuals who observed or ignored (outsider
behavior, M= 0.57). Slightly more frequent defending behavior (M= 0.96) and victimization
experience (M= 0.81) was reported based on their average response to items when the maximum
score was 4.0.
These low reports of bullying behaviors may be due to two reasons which can impact the
generalizability of the results. First, individuals may not have been forthcoming about their
bullying role behaviors and preferred to respond according to social desirability. Socially
desirable responses limit the authenticity of the results such that it is not representative of a
person’s true behavior. Additionally, responding according to what is expected can limit the
variability to draw inference, as there is less variation among the bullying role behavior
outcomes reported in questionnaires, not reflective of the true level of bullying behaviors. With
more variation, stronger associations among the variables may have been evident.
Conversely, another interpretation is that these students may not engage in significant
bullying behavior. The data for the current project was collected on a school that used schoolwide bullying prevention programs and had a well-developed structure for social-emotional
support systems. As a result, students may have been more aware of bullying behavior and how
to respond. The students may truly have experienced or witnessed less bullying situations as a
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result of these supports and programs. If the sample truly engages in few bullying role behaviors,
then the sample’s outcomes may not reflect other populations that engage in more significant
bullying and aggressive behaviors.
In this sample, individuals reported high self-efficacy beliefs. Overall, student’s average
responses for items on the social self-efficacy (M=2.35) and academic self-efficacy (M=2.29)
scales were high when rated from 0= “Not at All Well” to 4= “Very Well.” This indicates that the
average student in the sample reported average to high perceptions of self-efficacy for social and
academic behaviors.
Bullying, assisting, and outsider behaviors were positively associated. This indicates that
individuals who are likely to avoid and ignore some bullying behavior may also engage in or
support more aggressive behaviors in other situations. These three bullying role behaviors were
also negatively associated with self-efficacy beliefs and GPA, aligning with hypotheses.
Victimization experience was also positively correlated with bullying and assisting
behavior, suggesting that individuals who are targets of bullying also report more frequent
bullying and assisting behavior. Unlike individuals who engage in bullying, assisting, or outsider
behaviors, individuals who experience victimization did not show any significant associations
with self-efficacy or GPA,
Defending behavior was not significantly associated with any other bullying role
behavior. Additionally, defending behavior was not associated with social or academic selfefficacy. Previous research has shown that defending behavior is positively associated with
social self-efficacy (Gini et al., 2008) and academic self-efficacy (Andreou & Metallidou, 2004),
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but that was not found in the current study. Defending behavior was also not significantly
associated with GPA in the current sample.
Finally, social and academic self-efficacy aligned with hypotheses. Both self-efficacy
beliefs were significantly positively correlated to each other as well as GPA. This indicates that
higher self-efficacy in one domain is related to higher social self-efficacy in another.
Additionally, higher perceptions of abilities are associated with better grades.
Gender Differences

Gender differences were explored for each of the main variables: bullying role behaviors,
self-efficacy, and GPA. When examining all bullying role behaviors, there were no significant
differences in gender. In the current sample, males and females engaged in similar levels of
bullying role behaviors. Furthermore, there were no significant gender differences in selfefficacy beliefs. This indicates that males and females have similar self-perceptions of
capabilities for social and academic tasks.
There were significant gender differences in GPA. In this sample, females achieved
higher grades than males. This finding is consistent in other research that finds females earn
higher grades than males across major subjects from elementary through high school; some
studies attribute gender differences in grades due to females having more self-discipline
(Duckworth & Seligman, 2006). The current study used total GPA; therefore, it cannot be
determined if there were specific classes in which females performed better than males.
However, the significant gender difference in GPA supports that females had higher cumulative
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grades across all classes compared to males across subject areas. Gender differences in GPA may
have an impact on the significance of results in mediational models for males and females.
Main Analyses

There were some general consistencies across all mediation models examined. First, in all
models, social self-efficacy and academic self-efficacy were significantly and positively
correlated. The positive direct relation between social self-efficacy and academic self-efficacy
was significant across all models for males and females.
In general, individuals develop self-efficacy beliefs across a wide range of domains.
While self-efficacy beliefs start off as a broad understanding of competency, children start to
perceive self-efficacy in different domains as discrete starting in elementary school (Wigfield,
1994). In adolescence, individuals have distinct perceptions of their abilities for varying tasks;
however, they may be related to an overall self-perception of competency or competency in other
domains (Flook et al., 2005). Self-appraisal in adolescence can become more accurate as
individuals are better at understanding task requirements and appraising their skills (Schunk &
Pajares, 2002).
The significant similarities between social and academic self-efficacy was anticipated. It
was hypothesized, based on self-efficacy theory, that overall perceptions of self-worth would
influence more domain-specific perceptions of ability (Brockner, 1979). Therefore, it was
hypothesized that low perceptions of ability in one area, such as low self-perceptions of ability
due to victimization experiences, may translate into lower self-perceptions in other domains,
such as academic self-efficacy. The current findings support how an individual’s self-perceptions
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of ability in one domain may influence or be influenced by perceptions of ability in another
domain.
The positive relation between social and academic self-efficacy supports the connection
between social and academic experiences in adolescence. For example, individuals who feel
competent and capable in their social life may also feel more capable in academics. This
connection provides unique opportunities for educators to intervene. Schools may be able to use
interventions that impact self-efficacy, such as positive reinforcement or modeling (Gist &
Mitchell, 1992), in one domain to impact self-perceptions in multiple domains. For example,
providing opportunities to experience social success, thereby impacting social self-efficacy, may
also translate to more positive self-perceptions for academic tasks.
Another significant finding across all mediations was the significant and positive
association between academic self-efficacy and GPA. In all models, the direct effect between
academic self-efficacy and GPA was positive and significant independent of other direct effects.
This indicates that higher perceptions of abilities for academic tasks was associated with higher
grades across classes for males and females.
The positive relation between academic self-efficacy and GPA aligned with hypotheses
and previous research. In general, an individual’s self-efficacy in a domain impacts her or his
persistence and performance on tasks (Wigfield & Eccles, 2000). According to the expectancyvalue theory, one variable that influences an individual’s effort and persistence on a task is how
confident she or he is about accomplishing a task, otherwise known as self-efficacy. This theory
has been used to predict academic success. Multiple longitudinal studies on primary and
secondary students have supported the association that achievement-related beliefs, along with
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values of academic tasks, influences academic performance (e.g., Guay et al., 2004; Marsh,
1990). The relation between academic self-efficacy and GPA provides insight into ways in which
schools, families, and communities can help improve student academic success. There are
various articles that have provided different strategies to help improve GPA through increasing
academic self-efficacy (e.g., Gist & Mitchell, 1992). The current study supports that self-efficacy
beliefs are associated with academic performance in school and may act as a target for
intervention.
Finally, most models found that social self-efficacy was associated with GPA. This was
found in all models except for the model exploring assisting behavior in females. Unlike
academic self-efficacy, social self-efficacy was directly negatively associated with GPA when
academic self-efficacy was included in the model. This indicates that individuals who have more
positive social self-confidence will perform worse in class when controlling for academic selfperceptions.
The finding that social self-efficacy was negatively associated with GPA was contrary to
hypotheses. It was originally proposed that all aspects of self-perception, including social selfefficacy, would be positively associated with GPA. This finding was unique and unexpected.
Future research should continue to examine how social self-efficacy is associated with
academic performance and whether this effect was unique to the sample and age group. In
adolescence, social relationships are increasingly important and the transition to middle school
provides a unique change in social relationships that may make social self-efficacy more salient
(Schunk & Pajares, 2002). It is possible that individuals who focus more on their ability to be
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successful in social relationships, regardless of their academic self-perception and values, can
have lower GPA.
In summary, there were consistent and significant findings for social and academic selfefficacy. All models found that social and academic perceptions were positively correlated,
indicating that an overall positive perception in one domain is associated with the other.
Additionally, all models found that academic self-perceptions are related to academic
performance, consistent with many previous studies. Contrary to expectations, social perceptions
were negatively associated with GPA in most models. The following sections outline the results
of the mediation models for each bullying role behavior to provide more details on how bullying
role behaviors are associated directly and indirectly to GPA.
Bullying Behavior Mediation Model

All results from the bullying behavior models should be interpreted with caution. Most
participants reported engaging in few bullying behaviors; the mean score indicated most
individuals did not or rarely engaged in bullying behaviors. Bullying behavior was reported less
than other bullying participant role behaviors in this sample. As a result, these findings may be
skewed and not fully represent the individuals who engage in more frequent bullying behavior.
The total effect of bullying behavior on GPA evaluates how bullying behavior is related
to GPA. This sum of direct and indirect effects provides an overall view of how bullying
behavior is associated with GPA in the male and female samples. For both males and females,
the total effect of bullying behavior was significant and negative. This suggests that more
frequent bullying behavior is related to lower GPA for males and females.
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Neither males nor females showed any significant direct relation between bullying
behavior and social self-efficacy. In this sample, bullying behavior was not directly related to
how individuals perceive their social capabilities. The literature on bullying behavior and social
self-efficacy is confounded. Salmivalli (1998) found that individuals who were classified as
bullies had self-concept profiles indicating they do not feel accepted by members of their
families; however, they viewed themselves as well liked and popular members of the social
group. Other studies have found that bullies have lower social self-concept in specific areas,
such as assertiveness skills (Andreou & Metallidou, 2004). The current study indicates that
bullying behavior may not have a significant relation to how individuals perceive their social
skills overall.
Additionally, the bullying behavior models found that bullying behavior was significantly
negatively related to academic self-efficacy in males and females. This suggests that individuals
who engage in more frequent bullying behavior have lower academic self-perceptions. This
result was consistent with previous results that bullying behavior was negatively associated with
academic self-efficacy (Andreou & Metallidou, 2004). Additionally, this finding aligns with
results from Marsh and colleagues (2001) where individuals who engaged in troublemaking
behavior, similar to aggressive behavior in bullying situations, were associated with overall
negative self-concept. The study by Marsh et al. (2001) was interesting in that this negative selfconcept for troublemaking behavior led to more positive self-concept in the future. The current
study only explored self-efficacy at one time-point; it would be beneficial to explore selfefficacy in individuals who engage in bullying behavior longitudinally to determine if lower selfperceptions influence a more positive self-concept in the future.
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For females only, there was a significant negative direct relation between bullying
behaviors and GPA. This effect was not significant for males. This suggests that regardless of
other mediational factors, females who engage in bullying behaviors are more likely to have
lower GPA than females who do not engage in these behaviors. Previous research has supported
that bullying behavior is negatively associated with GPA and other indices of school functioning;
however, the negative association between bullying behavior and school functioning was held
across males and females (Nansel et al., 2001). The current study conflicts with previous
research by supporting a negative association between bullying behavior and GPA in only
females but not males.
There were three indirect relations explored in the mediational model: social self-efficacy
as a mediator, academic self-efficacy as a mediator, and social self-efficacy and academic selfefficacy as sequential mediators. Overall, the total indirect effect of bullying behavior on GPA
was significant and negative in the male and female models suggesting that bullying behavior is
indirectly and negatively associated with GPA. Evaluations of specific indirect associations
provide more insight into how bullying role behaviors are related to GPA. The overall
mediational model was hypothesized by accounting for various studies that have explored the
direct associations among bullying behavior, social self-efficacy, academic self-efficacy, and
GPA. There is no previous research in the literature that explicitly evaluated the relation between
bullying behavior and GPA through social and academic self-efficacy to base hypotheses and
compare outcomes.
Males and females had varying support for specific indirect effects. For males, bullying
behavior was only associated with GPA through academic self-efficacy as a sole mediator. The
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indirect relation between bullying behavior and GPA in males was not explained through social
self-efficacy alone or with academic self-efficacy. This indicates that males who engage in
bullying behavior are more likely to experience negative academic self-perceptions; those lower
academic self-perceptions were associated with lower GPA.
Social self-efficacy provided a unique variable in the relation between bullying behavior
and GPA in females. When exploring social self-efficacy as a sole mediator independent of
academic self-efficacy, the indirect relation between bullying behavior and GPA was positive.
While there was no direct relation between bullying behavior and social self-efficacy, there was
a positive indirect relation to GPA through social self-efficacy. This means that individuals who
have high social self-efficacy tend to have lower GPA regardless of the impact of academic selfefficacy. This may suggest that individuals who engage in bullying behaviors have more positive
self-perceptions of their capabilities and therefore have lower GPA when not including the
impact of academic self-efficacy on GPA.
The sequential indirect effect explored how the association between bullying behavior
and GPA is explained through social self-efficacy and academic self-efficacy, respectively. The
sequential indirect effect was negative and significant for females only. For females, bullying
behaviors’ relation to GPA can be explained by the sum of the indirect relation of social and
academic self-efficacy. This implies that bullying behavior is associated with GPA through both
social and academic self-efficacies together. For females, more frequent bullying behavior tends
to lead to lower social self-efficacy and thus lower academic self-efficacy and these negative
views of self-capabilities lead to lower GPA.
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The bullying mediational model provides some unique insights into how bullying
behavior is associated with GPA in males and females. For both genders, the relations between
bullying behavior and GPA through academic self-efficacy was significant and negative. This
indicates that individuals who engage in bullying behaviors more frequently have lower
academic self-perceptions. This provides a unique point of intervention for individuals who
engage in bullying behaviors. Interventions in homes, schools and communities to prevent
bullying may also show improvements in self-perceptions of abilities for academic tasks as well
as GPA.
The effect of social self-efficacy as a mediator between bullying behavior and GPA in
females is complicated and unique. Focusing on the impact of bullying behavior on GPA through
social relationships alone, the effect is found to be positive. Individuals who engage in bullying,
when not incorporating the impact of academic self-efficacy, may not experience academic
repercussions as negative. Including how bullying behavior impacts social as well as academic
self-perceptions provides a more comprehensive perspective on how bullying impacts academic
performance and aligns more with the overall total and indirect effect in these models.
In general, the mediation model for bullying behavior aligned with hypotheses. Bullying
behavior in males and females was significantly negatively associated with GPA. These results
for both males and females can be explained through academic self-perceptions. Contrary to
expectations, bullying behavior did not impact social self-efficacy and did not act as a mediator
for the relation between bullying behavior and GPA for males. These results highlight the
importance of exploring mediational factors, such as academic self-efficacy, to prevent poor
academic outcomes for individuals who engage in bullying behavior.
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Assisting Behavior Mediation Model

Similar to bullies, the sample reported engaging in few assisting behaviors. Most
individuals reported engaging in less assisting behaviors than other bullying role behaviors. As a
result, all findings should be interpreted with caution as they may not reflect how more frequent
assisting behavior impacts self-perceptions and academic performance.
The assisting behavior model had various similarities to the bullying behavior model.
Hypotheses stated that individuals who valued or encouraged aggressive behavior would have
similar relations to self-perceptions and academic performance as those who actually engaged in
the aggressive behaviors. This is due to the limited research specifically for assisting behavior in
comparison to other bullying role behaviors.
For males, assisting behavior was not associated with social self-efficacy. This result
aligned with bullying behavior outcomes such that more aggressive behavior was not associated
with self-perceptions of social capabilities, contrary to hypotheses. Assisting behavior was
associated with less social self-efficacy in the female model. Again, these results align with the
bullying behavior models.
Previous research has found confounding results for assisting behavior and self-efficacy
perceptions. Salmivalli (1998) found various self-concept clusters for individuals classified as
assistants, some of whom had high social self-concept and others with low social self-concept.
Research more specifically on bystander roles has often used social self-efficacy to differentiate
roles, primarily focusing on defending behaviors and outsider behaviors (Gini et al., 2008).
Additionally, this research tends to focus on self-efficacy for engaging in specific social
behaviors, such as assertiveness skills, aggressive behavior, and defending others who
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experience victimization. In general, assisting behavior has been associated with lower social
self-efficacy for defending behaviors (Poyhonen et al., 2010). Previous research has found
assisting behavior is associated with higher self-efficacy for aggression and lower self-efficacy
for assertive skills (Andreou & Metallidou, 2004). The current study found assisting behavior in
females associated with lower social self-efficacy when assessing positive social skills, such as
assertiveness skills, which aligns with hypotheses and previous research.
For females, the assisting behavior model was the only model in this study that did not
support the direct relation between social self-efficacy and GPA. Social self-efficacy was
associated with lower GPA in all other models and in the male model for assisting behavior;
however, females who engaged in more assisting behavior did not have a significant connection
between social self-perceptions and GPA. Despite the lack of significant effect, the negative
direction of the association between social self-efficacy and GPA aligned with other models.
Similar to the results for individuals who engage in bullying behavior, assisting behavior
was significantly and negatively associated with academic self-efficacy in the male and female
models. More assisting behavior was associated with lower academic self-efficacy in males and
females. This direct effect underscores how assisting aggressive behaviors can negatively impact
perceptions of capabilities in other domains, including academics. These results are similar to
previous studies that found a significant and negative relation between assisting behavior and
academic self-efficacy (Andreou & Metallidou, 2004).
There is no previous research supporting the relation between assisting behavior and
GPA; however, hypotheses were developed based on the bullying behavior literature. As
bullying behavior, another form of aggressive behavior in bullying situations, was negatively
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associated with GPA (Nansel et al., 2001), it was predicted that assisting behavior would be
associated with lower GPA in males and females. For females there was a significant direct
effect between assisting behavior and GPA; this effect was not supported in males. For females,
assisting behavior was directly associated with GPA independent of the indirect effects of selfefficacy, aligned with hypotheses. In both the assisting and bullying behavior models, more
aggressive behavior or support for aggressive behavior was directly correlated with lower GPA
in the female sample only. As a result, aggressive behaviors in females may have a stronger
relation to academic performance than males; however, gender differences could not be directly
compared in the current model used.
The mediational model allowed the exploration of how assisting behavior is associated
with GPA. The overall mediational model hypotheses were developed by accounting for various
studies that have explored the direct associations among assisting behavior, social self-efficacy,
academic self-efficacy, and GPA, as well as the bullying behavior literature. There is no previous
research in the literature that explicitly evaluated the relation between assisting behavior and
GPA through social and academic self-efficacy to base hypotheses and compare outcomes. The
overall indirect effect between assisting behaviors in both males and females was significant. A
significant total indirect effect in this model indicates the null hypothesis is rejected; assisting
behavior is associated with GPA in males and females through self-efficacy.
Of the three indirect relations evaluated, the association between assisting behaviors and
GPA was significant for males and females through academic self-efficacy. Overall, assisting
behavior was related to GPA and this relation was associated with lower academic self-efficacy
independent of social self-efficacy. For males and females who engage in assisting behavior,
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lower GPA can be explained through lower perceptions of academic capabilities regardless of
perceptions of social capabilities.
The indirect association through social self-efficacy was not significant for males or
females. In this model, there was no direct effect between assisting behavior and social selfefficacy in males, as well as no direct effect between social self-efficacy and GPA for females.
As a result, the connection between assisting behavior and GPA could not be explained by social
self-efficacy independent of academic perceptions.
The mediational effect of social self-efficacy was significant only in the sequential model
for females. The sequential mediation model included the combined effects of both social and
academic self-efficacy. Social self-efficacy only acted as a mediator between assisting behavior
and GPA for females when the impact of academic self-efficacy was included.
In general, the assisting behavior model aligned with predictions; however, there were
some aspects that were not expected. There was no association between assisting behavior and
social self-efficacy for males. Previous predictions hypothesized that males and females who
engaged in assisting behavior would have low overall self-perceptions, including low social selfefficacy. In general, this model supported the indirect relation between assisting behavior and
GPA. Exploring these associations with only social self-efficacy alone as a mediator was not
sufficient. Rather, academic self-efficacy needed to be included in the model for indirect
associations to be significant. This highlights that understanding how assisting behavior leads to
poorer GPA needs to explore not only the influence of social self-perceptions but academic
perceptions as well.
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Victimization Experience Mediation Model

There were very significant differences in how males and females experience of
victimization related to self-efficacy and GPA. While there cannot be any direct gender
comparison in the models used, the differences in males and female models can be used to
highlight potential discrepancies in how these variables are related between males and females.
Within the male mediation model, males did not show any direct effects between
victimization experience and self-efficacy or GPA. This suggests that victimization experience
does not influence self-efficacy or GPA for males. These non-significant results directly contrast
with previous research that has found that there is a significant association between victimization
experience and academic outcomes (Nakamoto & Schwartz, 2010), social self-efficacy (Barchia
& Bussey, 2010), and academic self-efficacy (Andreou & Metallidou, 2004).
For males, only the total indirect effect of victimization experience on GPA was
significant. Despite the total indirect effect being significant, there were no significant indirect
effects that outline the relation between victimization experience in males and GPA. Upon
further examination, Hayes (2013) supports that the total indirect effect may be significant in
some situations even when there is no specific indirect effect that is significant. Hayes mentions
that each indirect effect may be small individually, but when presented as a sum (i.e., total
indirect effect), the effect may be strong enough to detect significance in an inferential test. As a
result, it is inferred that victimization experience in males is not significantly associated directly
or through social or academic self-efficacy.
Differential results were found in females for the mediation model of victimization
experience that more closely aligned with hypotheses. Victimization experience had a significant
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negative direct effect on social self-efficacy for females; more victimization experiences were
associated with less confidence in social abilities. This finding was aligned with previous
research and hypotheses (Barchia & Bussey, 2010). In general, individuals who experience
victimization have low overall self-perceptions (Fredstrom et al., 2011). There is some research
that shows individuals who experience victimization generally fall within three self-concept
clusters, each of which were found to have low perceptions in social areas (Salmivalli, 1998).
More specifically, Barchia and Bussey (2010) found that individuals who experience
victimization perceive lower self-efficacy in peer relationships.
Contrary to expectations, there was no association between academic self-efficacy and
victimization for females. Previous research findings that victimization experience is associated
with lower academic self-efficacy (Andreou & Metallidou, 2004; Flook et al., 2005) helped
develop the hypothesis that experiencing victimization had a negative effect on academic selfefficacy. The current study found that experiencing victimization in females was unrelated to
academic self-efficacy independent of social self-efficacy. This non-significant effect may have
been found in the current study because it controlled for other self-perceptions (i.e., academic
self-efficacy).
Victimization experience was directly associated with GPA for females. Females who
experienced more victimization had a lower GPA. This direct association between victimization
experience and GPA held for females regardless of the impact on social or academic selfefficacy. This result aligned with hypotheses. Multiple studies have established victimization
experience is associated with poorer academic outcomes, including GPA (Nakamoto &
Schwartz, 2010).
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The mediation model on the relation between victimization experiences and GPA
provides information on the total and indirect effects. The sum of all indirect effects, the total
indirect effect, was not significant in this model; however, there were various significant indirect
effects. Hayes (2013) stated that the presence of various significant indirect effects may not
necessarily translate to a significant total indirect effect. Because the total indirect effect is the
sum of all indirect effects, models with strong and significant indirect effects that vary in the
direction of the effect, such as positive and negative associations, may cancel each other out
when exploring the indirect effect.
Similar to the bullying behavior models, there was a significant and positive indirect
effect for social self-efficacy in the female sample. For females, victimization experience was
positively related to GPA and this relation was associated with decreases in social self-efficacy
independent of academic self-efficacy. For example, females who experience victimization may
have lower social self-efficacy which translates into higher GPA. This effect was supported in
only one known study by Raskaukas et al. (2015). In Raskaukas et al. (2015), victimization
experience was related to GPA through social self-efficacy, which aligned with the current study.
Victimization experience was unrelated to GPA when evaluating academic self-efficacy
as a mediator independent of social self-efficacy. It was predicted that victimization experience
would be associated with lower GPA through lower academic self-perception; this effect was not
supported in the current study. Predictions for the mediational model were developed based on
prior research. Thijs and Verkuyten (2008) examined the relation between victimization
experience and various forms of academic achievement through academic self-efficacy. Students
who experienced victimization had negative achievement outcomes mediated by academic self-
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efficacy independent of more global measures of self-perception. This same finding was found in
Flook et al. (2005) by supporting this effect longitudinally using similar constructs, peer
rejection and academic self-concept. In Flook et al. (2005), lack of peer acceptance in 4th-grade
led to lower academic self-concept and lower academic performance in 6th-grade; however,
internalizing symptoms was also found to be a unique predictor. For the current project,
academic self-efficacy alone was not a significant mediator, contrary to Flook et al. (2005) and
Thijs and Verkuyten (2008).
When social self-efficacy and academic self-efficacy were included in the model, the
path was significant. For females, more victimization experience was related to lower GPA
through decreases in both social and academic self-efficacy. Females who experience
victimization have lower social self-efficacy which in turn is associated with lower academic
self-efficacy and thus translated into lower GPA. Unfortunately, there was no previous study that
included both social and academic self-efficacy in a model together; however, it does align with
other studies showing social self-efficacy (Raskaukas et al., 2015) and academic self-efficacy
(Flook et al., 2005; Thijs & Verkuyten, 2008) as mediators for the relation between victimization
experience and GPA. The significant mediation found in females, rather than males, aligns with
other studies that have found that the indirect effects of academic self-concept were significant
for females not males (Jenkins & Demaray, 2015; Lopez & DuBois, 2005).
Overall, the mediation model examining the relation between victimization experiences
and GPA provide insight into the connection between negative social experiences and academic
outcomes. When the models were separated by gender, males and females showed differences in
the significance of the direct and indirect effects; these direct gender differences were not
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empirically evaluated. Males did not show significant associations between victimization
experience and GPA. For females, there were both significant direct and indirect effects. When
exploring the indirect associations between victimization experience and GPA in females, the
significance of the indirect paths was dependent on the model including social self-efficacy.
Defender Behavior Meditation Model

The mediational model for defending behaviors was generally unrelated to GPA. There
were no direct or indirect associations between defending behavior and GPA. These nonsignificant results were found for both males and females.
Furthermore, there were no direct associations between defending behavior and selfefficacy for males and females. These models found that defending behavior was not
significantly associated with an individual’s self-perceptions. This was contrary to expectations
that defenders would have a high social self-efficacy and academic self-efficacy. Previous
studies have focused more on defending behaviors’ association with self-efficacy to engage in
defending behavior (e.g., Pronk et al., 2013). While defending behavior is associated with higher
self-efficacy for engaging in defending behavior, the current study’s results suggest that it may
not generalize to other social tasks. Additionally, other studies have included other factors, such
as popularity, that were not included in this model (Poyhonen et al., 2012). Future research
should explore how other social factors influence the social or academic self-perceptions for
individuals who engage in defending behaviors.
Defending behavior is a complex bullying role. First, this behavior can take many forms.
In the current project, the BPBQ (Summers & Demaray, 2008) explored defending behavior for
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both physical and relational behaviors. These behaviors may reflect different approaches. While
some behaviors focused on intervening immediately during a physical encounter (e.g., “I
defended someone who was being pushed, punched, or slapped”), other behaviors focused on
repairing relationships after a relational bullying scenario (e.g., “I tried to include someone if
they were being purposefully left out”). These behaviors reflect both a more direct interference
in the moment as well as a more passive behavior following bullying situations. Other research
has begun to explore and differentiate the more direct (e.g., confronting alone or with a peer) or
indirect (e.g., consoling victim or warning teacher) that can be classified as defending behaviors
(Pronk et al., 2013).
Additionally, defending behaviors are influenced by many other factors. These factors
can be internal such as empathy, outcome expectations, or value for defending others (Poyhonen
et al., 2010, 2012). Additionally, other factors within the social environment may influence the
likelihood that individuals will defend in bullying situations. These can include factors such as
social status (Goossens et al., 2006), the bullying behavior roles of friends (Sijtsema, Rambaran,
Caravita, & Gini, 2014) or whether the individual who is victimized is a friend (Pronk et al.,
2013). Additionally, larger school constructs, such as classroom norms, can influence defending
behavior that occurs (Pozzoli, Gini, & Vieno, 2012).
Overall, this suggests that defending behavior is a complex bullying role that can take
many forms, direct or indirect, and can be influenced by many variables (e.g., personal, social
context, and environment). As a result, future research should continue to explore the nuances of
defending behavior and the factors that influence it. Providing further differentiation on the types
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and influences of defending behaviors may help to provide a clearer picture of how defending
behavior may relate to other outcomes such as self-efficacy or academic performance.
Exploratory Outsider Behavior Mediation Model

The mediation model for outsider behaviors had various similarities to the models for
bullying behavior and assisting behavior. All of the predictions for outsider behavior were
exploratory in nature due to limited research on outsider behaviors. Despite this, outsiders were
hypothesized to have some relation to defending behaviors, as some studies have shown that
there are slight differences between individuals classified as outsiders and other bystander roles
(Goossens et al., 2006). However, the current study found that defending behaviors aligned more
with the findings of more aggressive behaviors.
In this model, the relation between outsider behavior and self-efficacy was significant
and negative. This means that outsider behavior was related to social and academic self-efficacy
independently. In the current study, individuals who observed and ignored bullying behaviors
were more likely to experience lower social and academic self-efficacy. Additionally, outsider
behavior was not directly associated with academic performance in this sample; all significant
associations between outsider behavior and GPA were explained through self-efficacy. This
direct effect was the only effect studied in prior literature for outsider behaviors. In general,
individuals who are identified as outsiders are more likely to have lower self-efficacy. Salmivalli
(1998) found that classified outsiders had low social self-concept. Low perceptions of social selfefficacy have been supported to differentiate individuals who engage in defending behaviors or
passive behaviors in bullying situations, such that defenders have high social self-efficacy and
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outsiders have low social self-efficacy (Gini et al., 2008). Overall, the current results that
outsiders have low social and academic self-efficacy align with previous research.
The total indirect effect was significant for males and females. More specifically, each
indirect effect was significant. First, outsider behavior was related to lower GPA and this relation
was associated with decreased academic self-efficacy independent of social self-efficacy.
Individuals who engage in outsider behavior are associated with lower academic self-efficacy
which translated into lower GPA.
Furthermore, the indirect relation between outsider behavior and GPA through social
self-efficacy was significant and positive. Similar to bullying behavior and victimization
experience, outsider behavior was related to increased GPA when associated with lower social
self-efficacy, independent of academic self-efficacy. For example, individuals who engaged in
outsider behaviors were more likely to have lower social self-efficacy, independent of academic
self-efficacy, which in turn was associated with higher GPA.
The serial mediation model was also significant in the outsider behavior models for males
and females. When social self-efficacy and academic self-efficacy were explored as serial
mediators, outsider behavior was associated with lower academic performance. Increases in
outsider behavior were associated with decreases in social self-efficacy which in turn was
associated with less academic self-efficacy, and lower academic self-efficacy translated into
lower GPA.
In sum, outsider behavior was associated with GPA only through indirect paths. When
only exploring social self-efficacy and controlling for academic self-efficacy, outsider behavior
was positively associated with GPA through lower social self-efficacy. Other indirect effects
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showed a negative association between outsider behavior and GPA. Outsider behavior was
related to lower GPA through academic self-efficacy or the serial effects of social and academic
self-efficacy.
Covariates

There were some consistencies across models on the effects of covariates. Free/reduced
lunch was a consistent significant covariate when exploring academic self-efficacy and GPA as
dependent variables as well as for the total effects models. For males and females and across all
bullying role behaviors, students with lower socio-economic status had lower GPA compared to
their counterparts. This suggests that free/reduced lunch status is an important covariate when
examining the effects of variables on academic performance and students’ confidence in their
academic abilities. Future research should continue to use free/reduced lunch status as a variable
when evaluating academic indices.
At times, ELL status was also a significant negative covariate in the association between
bullying roles and social self-efficacy, but it was not consistent across gender. This effect was
evident when evaluating all bullying role behaviors for females but not for males. This suggests
that female students identified as ELL were more likely to have lower GPA compared to their
counterparts. ELL status may have a differential impact on females compared to males; however,
the current study did not directly compare gender differences.
Special education status was not a significant covariate in most models. This indicates
that special education status did not have a large impact on social self-efficacy, academic selfefficacy, or GPA compared to other covariates. There was one effect that was significant; the
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total effects model for bullying behavior in females. In this association, special education status
had a significant and positive effect. Different from other covariates, special education status was
associated with higher GPA, potentially due to classes aligned with skill level.
Limitations and Future Research

There are several limitations in the current project that can be addressed in future
research. One methodological concern was how GPA was measured. In the current project, GPA
was analyzed as a total score rather than differentiated by classes. This total score included all
subject areas and could not separate an individual’s performance in a specific academic domain.
This is especially problematic because some students had varying intensity of support as well as
varying academic skills. Some students had intervention-focused classes, such as a two-period
math class or special education support, while others took more advanced math. Additionally,
students varied in the number of fine arts classes they took; some students did not take any
classes aside from core academic domains.
Future research should try to differentiate GPA based on performance on specific classes.
For example, these studies can explore how bullying role behaviors impact academic
performance in reading, writing, or math. Furthermore, future research can also include other
indices of academic success such as performance on district-wide assessments (e.g., Measures of
Academic Progress by Northwest Education Association) that can provide information on how
bullying role behaviors impact more objective measures of pure academic skill.
It is important to recognize that the current study could not provide information on the
directionality of the results. While the current model suggests that social and academic self-
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efficacy fits the role of a plausible mediator, there are potentially other ways in which the
variables may be related. The information was collected at one time point, which limits the
ability to understand the order of the variables. It is possible that the relations between major
variables were bi-directional. Also, it is possible that there are other ways to order the variables.
The current study took the approach that bullying roles influence social self-efficacy perceptions;
however, an individual’s social self-efficacy may impact the type of bullying role behavior they
engage in. For example, individuals who have higher social self-efficacy may be more likely to
engage in defending behaviors when witnessing bullying, rather than outsider behaviors. The
current project did not evaluate any potential other ways the variables may be ordered. Future
research should continue to explore other orders that may occur and how these variables relate
over time.
Furthermore, the current project did not control for perceptions of other roles.
Examination of the data supports that individuals engage in multiple types of bullying behavior
roles. There was a significant correlation among the variables to indicate that individuals engage
in various bullying behaviors. For example, individuals could have responded engaging in both
assisting behaviors as well as experiencing victimization. The behaviors an individual engages in
may be impacted by the specific environment, situation, or participants involved. While the
current project examined the frequency of a specific bullying role, it did not control for how
frequently the participant engaged in other bullying role behaviors. As a result, the current
project may be limited in differentiating how engaging in multiple types of bullying role
behaviors compared to predominantly one specific bullying behavior impacts the relation
between bullying role behaviors and academic success.
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Another limitation of this study was the range of bullying role behaviors that participants
reported. In general, most students did not report frequently aggressive behavior; the mean for
bullying and assisting behavior was very low. These results may not reflect the true behavior of
the participants as participants could have responded in more socially desirable ways.
To increase the validity of responses, future studies can include multiple sources of
informants to evaluate bullying role behaviors. For example, studies can include peer
nominations, teacher reports, or even observations to collect a more comprehensive and accurate
evaluation of bullying role behaviors. Using other informant sources, such as peer nomination,
may help to classify individual participants’ behavior into a specific bullying role to reflect their
behavior overall and across varying social contexts. Additionally, future studies can include a
more comprehensive perspective on bullying role behaviors by expanding the type of bullying
observed, such as cyberbullying.
Furthermore, additional research can include additional mediating variables to provide a
more comprehensive model. For example, the expectancy-value theory described both selfefficacy for tasks as well as the value for those tasks as important factors that influence an
individual’s persistence and performance on a task (Wigfield & Eccles, 2000). Future models
can include the value of education and peer relationships to have the mediation models more
closely related to expectancy-value theory.
Additionally, there were some limitations to how gender was explored in the current
model. Gender was determined as an important variable based on gender differences occurring in
previous research (e.g., Pellegrini & Long, 2002); however, this research was not sufficient to
develop hypotheses. The research provided information that gender could be an important
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moderating variable but could not specify what effect gender could directly moderate.
Furthermore, Hayes’s Model 6 (2013) could not evaluate gender as a moderator. In the current
study gender was explored by examining males and females separately. Significant differences in
gender could not be directly examined by comparing the two models. Rather, future research can
attempt to explore these differences empirically using multilevel modeling programs.
Future research can explore this effect longitudinally. While the serial model explored
these relations assuming directionality, the variables were not manipulated or evaluated over
time. To help provide more support for the directionality of the variables’ influence on each
other, research can explore how these variables influence each other over time.
A strength of the current model was including various covariates to control for the effects
of social economic status (free/reduced lunch), English proficiency (ELL status), and disability
(special education). While these were a strength, the variables controlled for were not exhaustive.
Other factors such as demographic characteristics (e.g., age, ethnicity) or academic variables
(e.g., if the student was receiving supplemental supports) could be included in future research.
Another factor to consider in future research is the role of ethnicity on the mediational
relation. The current study evaluated the effects in a largely Latino population. Studies exploring
the demographic characteristics of school bullying behaviors in the United States have found
some interesting findings for Hispanic adolescents. In the US, compared to Caucasian
adolescents, Hispanic adolescents were involved in more frequent bullying behavior.
Additionally, they were more likely to be the victim of cyberbullying compared to Caucasian
adolescents (Wang, Iannotti, & Nansel, 2009).
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Furthermore, some studies have shown that the ethnic background of the school
environment may influence the reports of bullying that occur. Individuals who are ethnic
minority adolescents were less victimized but expressed similar bullying behaviors to the
majority ethnic group. When schools are more heterogeneous, ethnic minority adolescents bully
more. As a result, both the ethnic background of the adolescents and the ethnic composition of
schools are important factors (Vervoort, Scholte, & Overbeek, 2008).
Finally, it would be beneficial to explore these effects in different populations and across
developmental ages. This sample explored one school in one grade. Additional research can
expand the sample by evaluating the relation between bullying role behaviors, self-efficacy, and
GPA at different developmental ages and across diverse samples including more culturally
diverse populations.
Implications

Overall, this study found various significant associations between bullying role
behaviors, self-efficacy beliefs, and GPA. The current study supports how an individual’s social
behavior and experiences are associated with her or his own self-worth. As a result, it is
important to examine these social behaviors in adolescence and how they impact adolescents’
perceptions of their own capabilities. Additionally, the significant findings between bullying role
behaviors and GPA highlight the strong relation between an individual’s social behavior and
experiences and academic performance during adolescence. This project highlights for schools
and communities the importance of not only focusing on academic performance and
interventions but also including a more comprehensive focus on improving students’ social
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experiences and self-perceptions to promote overall wellness. As a result, schools can include
other constructs, such as bullying role behaviors and self-efficacy, as important constructs in
interventions when targeting increased academic performance in students.
While each bullying role provides some information on how specific bullying behaviors
are associated with GPA, there are some general trends that are found across all models. First,
most models aligned between males and females, with defending and outsider behavior models
having identical results. However, there were some significant results that were found in the
female models that were not supported in the male models, such as with the victimization
experience model. While there may be a general consensus between males and females, female
social behaviors may have stronger associations to self-perceptions and academic outcomes. The
direct evaluation of these gender differences were not included in the current study. While this
was not explored directly, it implies that females’ social behavior has a larger impact on their
own self-perceptions and therefore may be more central to the formation of their self-worth and
capabilities compared to males. Furthermore, these potentially stronger findings between
bullying role behaviors and GPA in females suggest that females are at increased risk for
academic concerns if they are experiencing or engaging in more frequent bullying experiences.
As a result, if females do have differential experiences than males, females should be
increasingly targeted for intervention related to bullying role behaviors and self-efficacy beliefs
to have a more positive impact on their academic performance in school.
Additionally, the current study found that individuals who engage in, experience, or
witness but do not intervene with aggressive behaviors have negative associations with academic
and social self-efficacy. Through engaging in these behaviors that promote, support, observe, or
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are directly impacted by aggression, individuals are more likely to have negative perceptions of
their own capabilities socially or academically. This provides unique information for schools for
areas of intervention. Decreasing the frequency of behaviors that support aggression is likely to
have positive effects on self-perceptions.
It is important to note that bullying, assisting, outsider and victimization experiences are
all correlated. As a result, individuals may be reporting various bullying behavior and the
specific behavior they engage in may be situation dependent. The current project emphasizes that
individuals may engage in various types of bullying behavior; therefore, classification of an
individual based on one specific role may limit researchers’ and educators’ understanding of
their behavior across multiple contexts and situations. Therefore, for a more comprehensive
evaluation of an individual’s behavior in bullying experiences, the frequency of these behaviors
overall should be used. Additionally, the high correlation between various bullying role
behaviors suggests interventions targeting decreased bullying needs to include all bullying roles
and should not differentiate and classify students into one specific bullying role for interventions.
More proactive and positive responses to bullying situations, through defending the
target, were not associated with more positive self-perceptions or academic performance. This
indicates that schools should not focus their attention on increasing defending behaviors to
impact academic performance. Rather, schools should focus on decreasing the prevalence of
aggressive behavior, and subsequently the observation and result of aggression, to limit the
negative impact that bullying, assisting, and outsider behavior as well as victimization
experience have on GPA.
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In conclusion, the current project adds to the literature on bullying role behaviors by
evaluating different bystander roles in conjunction with bullying behavior and victimization
experience. The project helps to connect how bullying role behaviors are associated or not
associated with academic performance to draw connections between adolescents’ social and
academic experiences. Furthermore, this study supports how both social and academic selfefficacy are important factors that explain how an individual’s social experiences, such as
bullying role behaviors, and academic performance are associated. Varying results across each
bullying role behavior suggest that individuals’ behavior when bullying occurs influences their
self-perceptions and GPA differentially.
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Directions: The questions below ask about behaviors you have seen or done in
the past 30 days. Please indicate your response to each of the questions below by
marking the boxes with an “X”.
Have you done any of the following
in the past 30 days? Put an X for how often.
1. I have called another student bad names
2. I have made fun of another student
3. I have purposely left out another student
4. I have pushed, punched or slapped another student
5. I have told lies about another student
6. I have tried to make people dislike another student
7. I have stolen things from another student
8. I have thrown things at another student
9. I have said bad things about another student
10. I have talked about someone behind their back
Have you joined in any of the following
in the past 30 days? Put an X for how often.
11. When someone was making fun of another student, I
joined in
12. When someone was verbally threatening another
student, I joined in
13. When someone bumped into another person, I have
joined in
14. I have made fun of someone when they were pushed,
punched, or slapped
15. I have made fun of someone who was being called
mean names
16. When someone else broke something that belonged to
another student, I stopped to watch
17. When someone else tripped another student on
purpose, I laughed.
18. When someone else knocked books out of another
student’s hands on purpose, I laughed.
19. When someone else pinched or poked another student,
I joined in
20. When someone else threw something at another
student, I joined in
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Has any of the following happened to you
in the past 30 days? Put an X for how often.
21. I have been called mean names
22. I have been made fun of
23. I have been purposely left out of something
24. I have been ignored
25. I have been pushed around, punched or slapped
26. I have been pushed or shoved
27. People have told lies about me
28. People have tried to make others dislike me
29. I have been threatened by others
30. I have had things taken from me
Have you done any of the following
in the past 30 days? Put an X for how often.
31. I tried to become friends with someone after they were
picked on
32. I encouraged someone to tell an adult after they were
picked on
33. I defended someone who was being pushed, punched,
or slapped
34. I defended someone who had things purposely taken
from them
35. I defended someone who was being called mean
names
36. I tried to include someone if they were being
purposely left out
37. I helped someone who had their books knocked out of
their hands on purpose
38. I helped someone who was purposely tripped
39. When I saw someone being physically harmed, I told
an adult
40. I defended someone who I thought was being tricked
on purpose
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Have you done any of the following
in the past 30 days? Put an X for how often.
41. I pretended not to notice when things were taken or
stolen from another student
42. I pretended not to notice when rumors were being
spread about other students
43. I ignored it when I saw someone making fun of
another student
44. I pretended not to notice a situation that purposely left
someone out
45. I ignored it when I saw someone breaking or damaging
another student’s things
46. I pretended not to notice when someone else tripped
another student on purpose
47. I ignored it when someone else pinched or poked
another student
48. I ignored it when someone else threw something at
another student
49. I ignored it when someone else tricked another student
50. I pretended not to notice when someone was
destroying another student’s property
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Please rate the following statements on how well you engage in these behaviors
from a scale from Not at All to Very Well. Mark your responses on the scantron
provided
51. How well can you get teachers to help you when you
get stuck on schoolwork?
52. How well can you express your opinions when other
classmates disagree with you?
53. How well do you succeed in cheering yourself up when
an unpleasant event has happened?
54. How well can you study when there are other
interesting things to do?
55. How well do you succeed in becoming calm again
when you are very scared?
56. How well can you become friends with other children?
57. How well can you study a chapter for a test?
58. How well can you have a chat with an unfamiliar
person?
59. How well can you prevent to become nervous?
60. How well do you succeed in finishing all your
homework every day?
61. How well can you work in harmony with your
classmates?
62. How well can you control your feelings?
63. How well can you pay attention during every class?
64. How well can you tell other children that they are doing
something that you don’t like?
65. How well can you give yourself a pep-talk when you
feel low?
66. How well do you succeed in understanding all subjects
in school?
67. How well can you tell a funny event to a group of
children?
68. How well can you tell a friend that you don’t feel well?
69. How well do you succeed in satisfying your parents
with your schoolwork?
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70. How well do you succeed in staying friends with other
children?
71. How well do you succeed in suppressing unpleasant
thoughts?
72. How well do you succeed in passing a test?
73. How well do you succeed in preventing quarrels with
other children?
74. How well do you succeed in not worrying about things
that might happen?
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